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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The improvement of teacher evaluation is an important theme in 
current public school reform efforts. Clearly, the priority of evaluation 
in the reform agenda is a result of recognizing the crucial role that the 
teacher's performance plays in increasing student achievement. A 
resulting key strategy for improving student achievement focuses on 
improved systems of teacher evaluation. Concerns over both student 
achievement and teacher performance have prompted many school districts to 
begin a search for increasingly effective systems of evaluating teachers 
in order that a fair, consistent, and informative process evolves--one 
that satisfies teachers as well as adheres to legal mandates. 
Teacher Evaluation--A National Concern 
Few issues in education have been more controversial than the 
evaluation of teachers. Although most educators agree that the major 
purpose of teacher evaluation is to maintain and improve the quality of 
instruction, it nevertheless remains an emotional issue. Surrounding 
difficulties arise not so much from the idea of evaluation, but from the 
way in which evaluation is typically conducted. 
In this country evaluation of teachers has not always been considered 
a high priority activity (Darling-Hammond, 1990), partly because 
improvement in the quality of teachers has not always been viewed as 
critical for improving the quality of education. In more recent years, 
however, lawmakers in many states have passed legislation calling for 
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sweeping reforms in public education. They have raised teacher salaries, 
mandated state testing of teachers, instituted on-the-job assessment, 
established student assessment programs, prescribed curriculum, and 
ordered annual evaluation of all school personnel. All of these reforms 
have been in an effort to raise student achievement through increased 
teacher accountability. 
Refocusing Traditional Methods of Evaluation 
Teachers as well as representatives of professional teachers' 
organizations are often not supportive of current evaluation practices. 
Teachers have raised valid questions concerning competencies on which they 
will be judged, who will do evaluations, how the evaluations will be 
conducted, and how results will be used. Further, teachers have 
questioned the reliability of performance data collected, and they have 
questioned the competence of administrators and supervisors making 
assessments (Oliva, 1989). 
Across the nation, a typical teacher evaluation is conducted by a 
building principal or supervisor. Unfortunately, many school principals 
view instructional supervision as a secondary task; they do not have the 
necessary time to devote to curriculum and instructional leadership 
because they are too busy with the day-to-day operation of the school 
(Oliva, 1989). Furthermore, most systems of teacher evaluation are based 
on two or three discrete classroom visits by an instructional supervisor. 
These visits are often time-consuming and as a result many educators find 
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it difficult to devote time needed to conduct them. Consequently, such 
evaluation systems have limited validity (Savage and McCord, 1986). 
Direct classroom observation by administrators is a widely-employed 
evaluation technique. Stodolsky (1988) contends that in principle, 
classroom observations can reflect the full complexity of teaching, but 
that in practice observations rarely achieve their potential. According 
to Stodolsky, this problem of observational sampling is staggering. 
Further, he believes that many more than the traditional number of 
evaluations are needed to establish a typical performance for any teacher. 
Similarly, regarding traditional classroom observations by 
administrators, Shulman (1989) contends: 
Too often, the typical observation method for evaluating 
teaching has been like photographing the "Mona Lisa" with a 
black-and-white Polaroid camera, or like tape-recording the most 
sumptuous performance of Carmen with an office dictaphone. 
There is so much potential in direct observation, but typically 
so limited a harvest. (p. 19) 
Shulman (1989) further states: 
Teaching is more than classroom management and organization; 
more than knowledge of subject matter; more than can be observed 
solely in a laboratory, or an hour's classroom visit, or an 
assessment center, or an interview or surely in a three-hour 
test battery. Any approach to teacher assessment that lures us 
into believing that its method alone captures the essence of 
teaching should be subject to the most skeptical scrutiny. 
(p. 25) 
A Move Toward Multiple Measures of Assessment 
Shulman's views are consistent with opinions held by many educators; 
teacher evaluation requires utilization of a variety of assessment 
methods. Teaching, according to a review of the literature, is viewed as 
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a complex phenomenon, and any single type of measurement may fail to 
validly assess its practitioners. Regarding multiple assessment 
techniques, Pophara (1988) contends that no single source of data for 
teacher evaluation is sufficiently problem-free to enable it to serve as a 
credible source of summative teacher evaluation. Similarly, any 
evaluation system is more likely to support teacher and teaching growth if 
it provides opportunity to use multiple sources of data to ensure the 
fullest possible picture of teaching (McGreal, 1988). 
As a result of a move toward incorporation of multiple measures of 
assessment in systems of teacher evaluation, many educators now advocate 
the use of carefully structured and well-reviewed teacher portfolios. A 
typical teacher portfolio (Madgic, 1980; Shulman, 1989) will contain 
numerous documents providing data samples for assessing teacher 
performance. One document which may be included in the portfolio (Manatt, 
1987; Stiggins, 1988; Medley, Coker, and Soar, 1984) is students' 
evaluations of the teacher. 
Student Feedback as One Assessment Measure 
A review of literature indicates that feedback from students may be 
an important addition to the teacher evaluation process. These findings 
are supported by additional research which concludes that single-rater 
assessment, such as traditional administrator evaluation, is frequently 
biased (Manatt, 1988), and one strategy for reducing evaluator bias would 
involve the use of multiple-raters. Students as evaluators, according to 
Manatt, is one viable use of multiple-raters in a total performance 
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evaluation system. Similarly, in discussing elementary students as 
evaluators of teacher performance, Peck, Blattstein, and Fox (1978) state: 
While all kinds of human bias could be expected to affect an 
individual student's judgment, pooling the observations of a 
whole class should tend to reduce subjective distortion, and 
approach a true picture of how the teacher acts, and what impact 
this has on students. Practically speaking, an economical 
measure of this kind, if it were valid, could provide a teacher 
with feedback for purposes of self-evaluation and self-
development. Such feedback from a pool of observers is not 
practiced in most schools; nor is it economically feasible to 
provide multiple adult observers to all teachers, as a tool for 
in-service education, (p. 1) 
In studies of the effectiveness of elementary students' involvement 
in the feedback process, Peck, Blattstein, and Fox (1978) conclude that 
even in cases in which ratings indicate that improvement is needed, most 
teachers take student feedback seriously and accept the information as a 
constructive challenge. For many, such feedback results in a notable 
Improvement in instruction. It appears to stand to reason, then, that 
teachers would be even more supportive of student feedback as one 
component in a total performance teacher evaluation system if it could be 
shown that the criteria used in the student rating instrument were a 
result of current and credible research. 
Studies by Manatt (1988) indicate the necessity for teacher 
evaluation criteria to be valid, reliable, and legally discriminating. In 
fact, teachers who have had experience utilizing students as one component 
of the evaluation feedback process recognize the importance of these 
standards; they are concerned and nervous that evaluation instruments may 
not be as valid and reliable as they should be (L. R. Bramblett, 
Peterborough, New Hampshire, personal communication, April 9, 1991). 
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Therefore, it stands to reason that teacher confidence and support for 
student rating systems should increase if there is further evidence that 
student questionnaire items have been proven to be valid, reliable, and 
legally discriminating. 
The Question of Leniency Bias in Student Ratings 
In a society in which accountability has become a watchword, student 
ratings in some school districts have assumed an important role in 
contributing to the assessment of teacher effectiveness. However, at 
least one problem, leniency bias, in student ratings of instruction has 
received attention in the literature. Leniency bias (Manatt, 1988) is the 
tendency of an evaluator to mark a rating scale toward the high end. The 
extent to which leniency bias occurs will determine in part the 
reliability of the ratings which in turn will limit their validity. 
Student views in higher education have typically been advocated as one 
relatively unbiased source of data on quality of teacher instruction. 
Although it appears clear to some educators that students of any age can 
provide a good perspective on teacher performance (Savage and McCord, 
1986; Scriven, 1990), the question remains for others regarding the extent 
to which younger children's perceptions are accurate (L. R. Brarablett, 
Peterborough, New Hampshire, personal communication, April 9, 1991; Payne, 
1984; Vollmer and Creek, 1988). Specifically, are primary and/or 
elementary students more lenient in their ratings of teachers than are 
older students? Until this question is answered, related questions remain 
regarding soliciting the views of young pupils for use in a system of 
teacher evaluation. 
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Statement of the Problem 
Increased national attention, as a result of poor student 
performance, has focused on teacher evaluation as a way of responding to 
the public's demand for educational accountability. Consequently, there 
have been increased efforts toward improving the performance evaluation of 
teachers. Recent trends have moved a few school districts away from 
traditional single-administrator teacher evaluation and toward the use of 
students' feedback as one component of a total performance evaluation 
system. 
The literature on student feedback at the K-5 level is limited; using 
a thorough search process, the present investigator was able to locate 
only 13 references. Nevertheless, a review of that literature revealed 
strong support for involving young students in providing feedback to 
teachers. Consequently, a problem for this study will be to focus on 
primary (K-2) and elementary (3-5) students' involvement in this process. 
Specifically, the study will examine the discriminating powers (the 
capability of an instrument item to yield both similar responses from 
members of the group rating a specific teacher and maximum differences in 
ratings among teachers being rated) of student feedback instrument items 
used with grades K-2 and 3-5 students and teachers in the Cave Creek, 
Arizona School District #93. Results of this research will be compared 
with a similar study of grades 6-8 and 9-12 students and teachers in the 
same school district. Hereafter, the Cave Creek, Arizona School District 
#93 will be referred to as Cave Creek or the Cave Creek School District. 
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The terra student feedback will, hereafter, be used interchangeably with 
student ratings and student evaluations. 
This study will continue the work initiated by Hidlebaugh (1973), who 
originally developed a pool of discriminating teacher evaluation items for 
use by school principals. However, normal school conditions obviously 
limit the number of school principals who are likely to observe an 
individual teacher perform. Therefore, when the research design and data 
analysis procedures required a minimum of 15 raters (Menne and Tolsma, 
1971) to assess the performance of the teacher, Hidlebaugh used students 
as additional evaluators. In this manner the items were validated by a 
sufficient number of raters who collectively comprised a multiple 
evaluator system for teacher performance. 
The present study will also continue the work of Judkins (1987), who 
used the Hidlebaugh research as a base for refining a pool of 
discriminating grade-level and reading-level appropriate student feedback 
instruments. Unlike the Hidlebaugh and Judkins research, however, this 
study and an associated study (Omotani, in progress) will result in the 
collection of data from all teachers and all students in a school system, 
rather than from a select sample of volunteers. This total sample design 
will enable the researcher to determine whether assessment questionnaire 
items from the original Hidlebaugh and Judkins studies continue to be 
discriminating when no longer used with a voluntary sample. Because this 
study uses the total population of students and teachers, rather than a 
pool of select volunteers, one expected outcome will be a larger variance 
in the students' ratings of teachers' performance. This increased 
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variance is to be expected as a result of the total sample including 
teachers who demonstrate a wider diversity in levels of teaching 
performance. An additional intended outcome of this study will be the 
recommendation of student evaluation of teacher instrument items, proven 
to discriminate when used with a total-school sample of K-5 students. 
During the initial stages of developing the Cave Creek Total 
Performance Evaluation System, special-class teachers in the Cave Creek 
School District (teachers who "float" from room to room) expressed concern 
that the student feedback questionnaires designed for regular education 
teachers were not comprised of criteria specific to the evaluation of 
special-class educators. Consequently, the district teacher evaluation 
committee chose to revise questionnaires at each grade level, to be used 
in students' evaluation of art, band, music, special education, Spanish, 
and ESL teachers. In cases where there were at least 15 student raters of 
one teacher, the Menne-Tolsma formula was used to yield the discrimination 
power of each special area (floater) questionnaire item. In 1991, the 
Cave Creek School District Stakeholders Committee discontinued the use of 
a separate floater questionnaire. 
As a result of some educator's concerns over young students' ability 
to provide accurate evaluative information, this study will also address 
the question of elementary student leniency bias in the rating of 
teachers. Specifically, are grades K-2 and 3-5 students more lenient in 
their ratings of teachers than are students in grades 6-8 and 9-12? In 
order to comment on the validity of the student rating questionnaires, a 
factor analysis of the discriminating instrument items will determine 
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whether factors present in the Cave Creek District instrument are the same 
or different from those originally identified by Judkins (1987). 
Additionally, a measure of reliability will be calculated to determine the 
amount of internal consistency of all items with discrimination power. 
The Research Questions 
This study will use the Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology employed 
by Hidlebaugh (1973) and Judkins (1987) in order to identify 
discriminating teacher evaluation instrument items for use in student 
ratings of teacher performance. Additionally, the study will use several 
analysis of variance procedures in an attempt to determine whether primary 
(K-2) teachers and elementary (3-5) teachers in a career ladder system 
have an advantage over teachers in other grades. Finally, this study will 
utilize a factor analysis of discriminating items in order to determine 
whether the factors present in the student rating instrument are the same 
factors originally identified in the Judkins study. 
More specifically, this investigation can be defined by the following 
research questions: 
1. Do student feedback instrument items on the K-2 regular, K-2 
special-class, 3-5 regular, and 3-5 special-class questionnaires 
possess discriminating power? 
2. Do K-2 students and/or 3-5 students demonstrate a student rating 
of teachers leniency bias when compared with other groupings of 
students, 6-8 and 9-12, respectively? 
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3. Do K-2 and/or 3-5 students rate teachers significantly higher 
when ratings that measure the same criteria are compared, 
respectively, to 6-8 or 9-12 students' ratings? 
4. In using a factor analysis on discriminating items, how many 
factors can be ..identified? 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions will be used in this study: 
1. Criteria - A standard, rule, or test that can be used to judge 
performance based upon the research on effective teaching. 
2. Discriminating Item - An item which separates high teacher 
performance from that of average and low performance. An 
instrument item is considered to be most effective when it has a 
high level of item discrimination. 
3. Evaluation - Making a value judgment concerning the worth or 
value of the classroom teacher's instruction. 
4. Floater - A teacher who offers instruction to students from 
several grade levels in a special curriculum area or subject, 
i.e., special education, languages, ESL, music, art, physical 
education, or band. 
5. Improvement of Instruction - A series of steps that leads to an 
increased level of professional competence in the classroom. 
6. Leniency Bias - The tendency of an evaluator to mark a rating 
scale toward the high end. 
7. Mean - The arithmetic average of the total student responses. 
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8. Reliability - Raters of a particular teacher consistently rate 
that individual similarly on a specific item. 
9. Rater - A student who uses a questionnaire or feedback instrument 
to evaluate teacher performance. 
10. Rating - An estimate of the degree to which a teacher has 
performed a given task or behavior. 
11. Stakeholder - A school or community member who serves on a 
committee to directly influence the operation and effectiveness 
of the school. 
12. Student Feedback - The process of collecting pupil information 
for the purpose of instructional improvement. 
13. Student Feedback Instrument - A form or tool used to collect 
student opinions regarding teacher performance. 
14. Total Performance Evaluation System for Teachers - A process that 
incorporates the use of valid, reliable, and legally 
discriminating criteria, for the purpose of combining improvement 
of instruction and accountability in a single evaluation system. 
This comprehensive process is intended to assist teachers in the 
enhancement of instructional performance and is based upon a 
belief that feedback from each of the individual component groups 
adds important information about a unique aspect of teachers' 
performance. Desirable sources of feedback are: 1) supervisor 
evaluation, 2) self-evaluation, 3) peer evaluation, 4) student 
achievement scores, 5) student feedback, and 5) parent feedback. 
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15. Valid Teaching Criteria - Criteria that measure what they are 
intended to measure. 
16. Variance - The relationship of scores to a central value, such as 
the mean. Variance is the sum of squared deviations around the 
mean. It describes how similar or different, for a given group, 
the scores are from the mean. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The following delimitations are inherent in this study: 
1. This study was conducted in the Cave Creek, Arizona Unified 
School District No. 93, a district comprised of 84 teachers and 1518 
students. There were four schools in the district; Cave Creek Elementary 
School (K-2), Black Mountain Elementary School (3-5), Desert Arroyo Middle 
School (6-8), and Cactus Shadows High School (9-12). In May 1990, 18 
teachers from Cave Creek Elementary School and 21 teachers from Black 
Mountain Elementary School were rated by students. These ratings were 
compared with students' ratings of 18 teachers from Desert Arroyo Middle 
School and 27 students from Arroyo Middle School in order to determine 
whether a leniency bias existed in primary and/or elementary students' 
ratings of teachers. 
2. The students in this K-5 study who assessed the performance of a 
particular teacher were those individuals who comprised the teacher's 
class, i.e., the teacher's primary or elementary-level students. With the 
exception of specialty areas such as music, art, physical education, etc., 
primary and elementary students had only one teacher and were consequently 
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involved in rating only one teacher. Therefore, in most cases, the 
students who assessed the performance of one teacher were different 
individuals than those who assessed the performance of each other teacher 
in the study. 
3. Approximately 50 percent of the teachers in the study were on the 
school district's career ladder plan. Inherent in the career ladder was 
the motivation that teachers receiving high student ratings would be 
granted higher salaries than teachers receiving lower student ratings. 
Therefore, students' ratings of career ladder teachers may have been 
different from students' ratings of traditional framework teachers, due to 
increased salary-induced motivation on the part of career ladder 
participants. 
4. The student ratings questionnaires were administered and 
collected by the school district staff. It is assumed that the written 
procedures and guidelines developed by the School Improvement Model and by 
the researcher were implemented, in an appropriate manner, by school 
district personnel (see Appendices E and F). 
5. Issues surrounding validation of the student feedback instrument 
items were not included in this study. Item validation was established as 
a part of the Hidlebaugh (1973) and Judkins (1987) research. Those 
findings were accepted for the purposes of this research. A factor 
analysis, however, was used to determine whether the items on the 
questionnaires continued to load on the specific criteria factors 
identified by Judkins. 
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6. The amount of demographic information made available for the 
study was limited by that which was made available by the school district. 
While access to information such as student gender and student achievement 
scores would have made a valuable contribution to this study, students and 
teachers in the district had been assured total anonymity. Therefore, 
such information was not available. 
7. The present study, unlike the Hidlebaugh (1973) and Judkins 
(1987) research, involved the collection of data from all teachers and 
students in a school system, rather than from a select sample of 
volunteers. The study was, however, limited to a sample population of 
kindergarten through fifth grade teachers in one school system. 
8. The student rating questionnaires included 20 discriminating 
items. Each student response was weighted from 0-4 points, yielding a 
possible total rating score of 80. For each teacher, all of the 
individual student total rating scores were averaged to calculate a total 
mean score rating. This total mean score was used for the purpose of 
showing whether differences among teachers exist, according to the 
variables associated with this study. 
Human Subjects Release 
On October 25, 1990, a letter authorizing this research was written 
to Professor Manatt by Dr. David Alexander, superintendent for Cave Creek 
Unified School District No. 93. The data set being used as the basis for 
this investigation is district property. The superintendent provided 
authorization to use the data set for this investigation (see Appendix A). 
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The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were 
outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
National concerns addressed by President Bush and our nation's 
governors have led to the.establishment of six major goals for American 
education. They include decreasing the student dropout rate to 10 
percent, raising U.S. students to be first in the world in mathematics and 
science achievement, preparing all children for first grade, and improving 
adult literacy and continuing education efforts (Harp, 1990). 
Reaching these goals will require a concerted and cooperative effort 
between students, teachers, administrators and the community, as well as a 
commitment toward improvement of educational programs and delivery of 
instruction. Support by both the National Education Association and the 
American Federation of Teachers has prompted a number of districts across 
the United States to incorporate school improvement components into their 
existing teacher evaluation systems. A key, therefore, to improvement of 
our schools lies in professional development and teacher evaluation 
(Stiggins and Duke, 1988). 
Little justification seems to be needed for the existence of teacher 
evaluation. The need for teacher evaluation appears to be, in fact, one 
of the few areas in which the majority of educators agree (McGreal, 1983). 
However, in spite of the consensus regarding the necessity for teacher 
evaluation, there does appear to be disagreement concerning the most 
appropriate methods and approaches to evaluation. Currently, increasingly 
large numbers of educators support traditional administrator evaluation 
being augmented (or even replaced) by sources of data such as student 
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reports, pupil achievement data, teacher tests, parent surveys, and peer 
reviews (Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; Epstein, 1985; Peterson 
and Kauchak, 1982; Stodolsky, 1984). 
More specifically, many contend that one alternative approach to 
teacher evaluation has become generally accepted in the profession 
(Aleamoni, 1981; Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease, 1983; Driscol, 
Peterson, Crow, and Larson, 1985; McNeil and Popham, 1973; Peterson and 
Kauchak, 1982). This form of evaluation makes use of student feedback in 
the total evaluation process. 
To describe student feedback research as it relates to specific 
objectives of the present study, this review will: 
1. Summarize existing issues surrounding the use of student feedback 
in teacher evaluation. 
2. Summarize contemporary university-level research conducted on 
student feedback. 
3. Describe the reliability and discrimination power of student 
feedback research conducted at the elementary (4-6) grade levels. 
4. Describe the reliability and discrimination power of student 
feedback research conducted at the primary (K-3) grade levels. 
5. Describe current practices of selecting instrument items with 
discrimination power, as they relate to the role of primary and 
elementary students as discriminating or non-discriminating 
evaluators of instruction. 
The investigator's efforts to describe current student feedback 
research involved reference to such sources, journals, indexes, and 
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abstracts as the ERIC System, Dissertation Abstracts, library indexes. 
Educational Administration Abstracts, Handbook of Research on Teaching, 
and personal interview contacts. Subject headings investigated included 
student raters, teacher performance, teacher evaluation, and student 
evaluation of teachers. Search procedures were begun with a macro 
perspective and were later refined to focus on primary and elementary 
education. Once located, research studies were critically analyzed. The 
following criteria were used as guidelines in determining appropriateness 
of research for inclusion in this study: 1) credibility of journal, 
2) applicability to present research, 3) absence of researcher or sampling 
bias, and 4) adequate sample size. 
The Student Feedback Controversy 
The use of student ratings in the teacher evaluation and/or feedback 
process has, over the years, been a subject of debate. Educators who 
support the use of student feedback as part of a teacher evaluation system 
contend that student ratings can be a viable source of evaluative 
information because, as consumers of the educational system, students see 
the teacher every day. Students are, therefore, in a position of making 
more accurate judgments about teacher performance than is an outside 
evaluator who visits the classroom only once or twice a year (Savage and 
McCord, 1986; Shepherd, 1989), Likewise, proponents for the use of 
student feedback in the evaluation of teaching believe that those who 
experience instruction, i.e., the students, are best able to accurately 
analyze and evaluate instruction. The use of pupil ratings, proponents 
20 
argue, also eliminates the expense of training outside observers in skills 
and processes of evaluation (Payne, 1984). Additionally, at both the 
university and K-12 levels, pupil ratings have been found to serve as 
positive reinforcers, to heighten teacher morale, and to improve 
performance (Alearaoni, 1981; Braunstein, Klein, and Pachla, 1973; Peck, 
Blattstein, and Fox, 1978). 
However, from another perspective, one university-level study 
revealed that students are too immature to give valid judgments and that 
their views are influenced by grades and teacher attitudes (Blass, 1980). 
Others, according to Abrami, Leventhal, and Perry (1976) and Morrow 
(1977), argue that student evaluations reflect mere popularity factors and 
are not valid measures of teaching effectiveness. Amatora (1954), in a 
36-year-old study, cites some opponents of student feedback as contending 
that pupil ratings are biased by a "halo" effect which reduces any 
possible validity of the ratings and further describes some educators as 
believing that anonymous student ratings encourage exhibitionism which 
lowers teacher morale. More currently, many recent university surveys 
reveal increasing race or gender prejudice, tension, and violence and 
report a need to scrutinize student ratings of faculty for the presence of 
bias (Ghorpade and Lackritz, 1991). 
Student Feedback at the University Level 
Over the past 20 years, in colleges and universities, student ratings 
of instructor effectiveness have become widely researched (Aubrecht, 1979; 
Braunstein et al., 1973; Distler, 1989; Drews, Burroughs, and Nokovich, 
1987; Marsh, 1987a, 1987b; Menges, 1988; Murray, Newby, Bowden, Crealock, 
Gaily, Oswin, and Smith, 1982; Murray, 1987; Shepherd, 1989; Stevens and 
Alearaoni, 1985; Tiberius, Sakin, Slingerland, Jubas, Bell, and Matlow, 
1989; Tiberius, Sakin, and Cappe, 1987; Tollefson, Chen, and Kleinsasser, 
1989; Tracey, 1985; Wulff, 1985). According to Murray (1987), nearly all 
post-secondary institutions now have some sort of plan for student 
evaluation of teaching, with the results of evaluation used as diagnostic 
feedback to instructors and/or as evidence in decisions on faculty 
retention, tenure, and promotion. In many institutions, student ratings 
represent the sole form of documentation on quality of teaching. 
Much less research has been done, however, in grades 7-12; even less 
has been focused on the primary and elementary levels. In spite of 
limited application with younger students, Scriven (1990) believes that 
current university student feedback research is applicable at all levels 
of education and reports that "student ratings of teachers should work at 
the primary and secondary level if students and teachers are prepared for 
their use" (p. 9). Accordingly, because K-12 student feedback studies are 
limited, a review of contemporary university-level research will serve as 
an information database for the current study. 
In studies to determine the effectiveness of student ratings at the 
university level, a frequently asked question has focused on whether 
student ratings actually improve or hinder the quality of instruction. 
While a few studies at the university level have not supported the use of 
student ratings, most have concluded that properly structured programs 
utilizing student feedback do have a positive impact on instruction. 
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One study critical of student ratings was conducted by Rotem and 
Glasraan (1979). These findings concluded that "feedback from student 
ratings does not seem to be effective for the purpose of improving 
performance of university teachers." According to H. Murray (1987), some 
faculty members believe the use of student ratings in personnel decisions 
causes teachers to inflate grades and weaken instructional content in an 
attempt to "buy" positive evaluations from students. Regarding students' 
opinions of the feedback process, a university-level opinion survey 
conducted by H. G. Murray et al. (1982) reports that students believe 
their teaching evaluations are largely ignored both by individual teachers 
and by promotion and tenure committees and thus have no impact whatsoever 
on quality of teaching. 
While a few studies have questioned the potential of student feedback 
in the teacher evaluation process, the balance of research has supported 
the use of student feedback as one component of teacher evaluation and/or 
instructional improvement. In a review of instructional feedback studies, 
Cohen (1980) concluded that feedback had a significant effect in Improving 
instruction. Similarly, Levinson-Rose and Menges (1981) reviewed 38 
student ratings feedback studies. Sixty-six percent of the studies 
reported successful interventions. It was concluded that feedback in the 
form of student ratings can positively affect subsequent teaching at the 
university level. 
The effects of feedback were further explored in a study by H. Murray 
(1987) which was designed to assess the impact of instructional ratings on 
quality of teaching in higher education. The conclusion was that "student 
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ratings have had an overwhelmingly positive impact on the quality of 
postsecondary teaching" (p. 4). According to Murray, there is evidence 
that use of student ratings produces significant longitudinal improvement 
in teaching, especially when used in salary, tenure, and promotion 
decisions. Murray's study concluded that at the university level, the 
introduction of student ratings has caused faculty members to take 
teaching seriously because they know that evaluations make a difference in 
the institutional reward system. Murray contends that as a result of 
students' roles in the instructional feedback process, today's teachers 
take teaching more seriously, put more effort into teaching, plan more 
systematically, and increase efforts toward improved presentation of 
content. Further, as a result of student feedback, some faculty have 
reported a decrease in lecturing as a means of presentation and an 
increase in student participation. 
Several additional studies have focused on the question of whether or 
not student ratings are valid when compared to instructor self-ratings. 
Results have concluded that student ratings and instructor self-ratings 
are significantly correlated (Drews, Burroughs, and Nokovich, 1987). Some 
researchers have found the correlation between student ratings and 
instructor self-ratings to be from .70 to .87 (Costin, Greenough, and 
Menges, 1971; Hogan, 1973). 
Student Feedback at Elementary Levels (4-6) 
Relatively few studies on student feedback have been conducted at the 
elementary level; little research, also, has been conducted on item 
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discrimination. Most of the literature that is available has focused on 
the reliability and/or validity of student ratings. 
Results of these studies appear to indicate that elementary students 
can be reliable judges of teacher effectiveness and that elementary 
student evaluations can be a valid source of data about teaching 
performance if care is taken in the planning and administration of the 
evaluation procedure (Richardson and Thomas, 1989; Savage and McCord, 
1986). Similarly, pupils show satisfactory agreement among themselves and 
they are able to discriminate among teachers (Amatora, 1954). There 
appears to be no real question of the validity or usefulness of young 
children's perceptions of the teacher (Haak, Kleiber, and Peck, 1972). In 
short, elementary students generally know what teaching is all about. 
They can be active participants in the teacher evaluation process 
(Kronowitz, 1984). 
It has further been reported that studies designed to determine the 
potential usefulness of elementary student raters as part of the teacher 
feedback process appear to parallel those from university samples. In 
most cases students, regardless of their age, have been found to give 
reliable and valid evaluations of their teachers. In a study to determine 
reliability of sixth grade students' ratings with judgments of experienced 
teacher observers, pupil observations were substantially in agreement 
(correlation coefficient - .68) with those of the trained experts. In a 
study involving 53 classes of sixth grade pupils. Peck, Olsson, and Green 
(1978) compared students' ratings of teachers with ratings of trained 
observers and found all correlations to be significant at either the .01 
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or .05 level. Consequently, it was concluded that student evaluations can 
be used to provide a significant reflection of teachers' real attributes 
and behaviors. 
Student Feedback at Primary Levels (K-3) 
In the past, a major issue in the student feedback controversy has 
been the question of whether or not primary-aged pupils are too young to 
be accurate judges of teacher performance. A review of recent literature 
appears to substantially support primary students as reliable, 
discriminating participants in the teacher feedback process. 
If care is taken in rating form construction and use (Driscol et al., 
1985), the reports of even very young students appear to contribute 
important evaluative information on teaching. According to this study, 
ratings of teachers by primary-aged students were reported as a reliable 
source of obtaining information on teacher effectiveness. According to 
Driscol, such feedback is a good source of information to be included in 
comprehensive teacher evaluation systems or used for teacher feedback. 
One primary level study involving 42 first, second, and third grade 
teachers and 1148 students was conducted by Benninga, Thornburg, and 
Gurkey (1980). Measures of teachers' self-attitudes and perceptions 
toward teaching were compared to children's evaluations of teachers' 
instruction. The study concluded that students' ratings can positively 
affect subsequent teacher performance. Data also indicated that the grade 
level at which a teacher teaches has little effect upon students' ratings 
of the teacher. Grade one teachers did, however, tend to receive 
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consistently more positive ratings than did grade three teachers. 
Benninga clarified his findings with a developmental interpretation: 
"Young children tend to be egocentric. Because of their egocentricity, 
they tend to possess a unilateral respect for authority figures." Thus, 
Benninga concluded that almost any action taken by an authority figure 
would be interpreted by the child as the correct action, and therefore 
teacher ratings would be high. 
Other studies have focused on primary students as partners in the 
teacher evaluation process. In a study of 162 kindergarten, first, and 
second grades, pupil ratings of the teacher were found to be a reliable 
method for obtaining information about teacher effectiveness (Driscol et 
al., 1985). Both test-retest reliability and internal reliability were 
significant when students assessed teacher performance in the areas of 
student-teacher interactions, teacher warmth and enthusiasm, teacher 
interaction toward students, pacing of classroom work, challenge of 
academic work, and difficulty of classroom tasks. 
In a K-5 study of children as evaluators of student teachers, 
Kronowitz (1984) concluded that children of any age are a potentially 
valuable, untapped source of feedback about instruction. Specifically, 74 
pupils equally distributed in grades K-5 were able to discriminate among a 
variety of teacher behaviors, i.e., planning, instruction, evaluation, 
organization, and discipline. At the same time, there was high agreement 
between pupils' ratings of student teachers and supervisors' ratings of 
student teachers. 
27 
A four-school-district study of 1023 K-2 students in 43 classrooms 
(Peterson, Driscol, and Stevens, 1990) analyzed students' responses to an 
11-item teacher effectiveness questionnaire and described variability both 
by entire sample and by individual classes. It was concluded that ratings 
produced by primary students discriminated among varying levels of 
teaching performance, thus "meeting the skepticism of many teachers that 
[primary] students rate all teachers high" (p. 171). 
Relatively few studies have seriously questioned the use of either 
elementary or primary students' ratings in the teacher feedback process. 
However, Payne (1984) contends that one should be cautious in accepting 
ratings from pupils, particularly if important decisions are to be made 
with the data. Payne's study compared 808 second, third, and fourth grade 
students' ratings of 33 student teachers' performances to ratings of both 
college supervisors and the supervising teacher. She concluded that the 
pupil ratings did not appear to be related to either the supervisor's 
rating or the supervising teacher's rating. Median correlations were .19 
and .18, respectively. In a much smaller study, Vollmer and Creek (1988) 
found that when first and second grade students rated the instruction of 
both master teachers and intern teacher trainees, students were unable to 
discriminate between the instruction of the experienced master teachers 
and the inexperienced trainees. 
Thus, as evidenced by available research findings on students' 
feedback, the role of primary and elementary pupils as valid, reliable, or 
discriminating judges of teacher performance has been an issue of 
educational debate. Obviously, more K-12 research in this area is 
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necessary. Likewise, more research is also needed in instrument design 
and in selection of instrument items. In spite, however, of a need for 
more study, current investigations indicate that appropriate item 
selection requires performance discrimination between teachers, the 
testing of items on an appropriate sample of students and teachers, and 
the determination of discrimination power at each grade level or grade 
category. 
Selection of Instrument Items 
Among educators, differences of opinion exist regarding which 
instructional competencies should be included in instruments designed for 
teacher performance evaluation. According to Menne (1972), it is 
important that item discrimination power be considered in instrument 
construction in order to ensure that items included are ones which 
identify differences in performance between teachers. In other words, 
according to Menne, it is meaningless to base evaluation from a list of 
items on which all teachers receive similar ratings. Such evaluation 
instruments do not help the evaluator to discriminate between high and low 
performance. 
Menne (1972) lists three conditions which must be present in order 
for a rating instrument to measure differences in teacher performance: 
1. There must be more than one rater. More than one rater provides 
a check on a single rater which gives evidence that the intended 
performance aspect is being evaluated. 
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2. The raters must closely agree on their ratines. Menne states: 
If all raters indicated that a given teacher rated a score 
of four out of a possible five points on some performance 
aspect, such as "well-prepared for class," then this 
consistency of raters indicates something may have been 
measured. On the other hand, if the ratings of the same 
teacher varied from one to five, then nothing has been 
measured--the average rating in such a situation would be a 
misleading statistic. Therefore, there must be a 
consistency or a low variance between raters. 
3. The ratings must indicate differences between the persons rated. 
Menne states: 
If all students in a class were asked the sex of their 
teacher, there would be consistency (low, or in this case, 
zero variance) in the responses of this group of student 
"raters." Other classes, with the same or different 
students, should also have a consistent response to the 
question. But if the teachers are not all of the same sex, 
there will be a difference in the responses between classes. 
So, teacher ratings must be consistent and also must 
indicate differences between the performance of different 
teachers. (pp. 5-6) 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) further stress the importance of teacher 
performance evaluation item discrimination. They state that instrument 
items selected as discriminating ones must 1) elicit similar responses 
from members of the same group, and 2) elicit different responses from 
members belonging to a different group when the groups have, in fact, been 
exposed to or perceived dissimilar conditions. 
Therefore, for an item in this study to be discriminating (detect 
differences among teachers), the within-group variance (scores given by 
all of the raters to each teacher) should be low in relationship to the 
between-group variance (the range of scores given to all of the teachers 
being rated). 
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Literature Summary 
All studies included in the present literature review were conducted 
in North American school systems. In both the search and subsequent 
review, the investigator has attempted to locate, examine, and present 
studies and related information ranging from that which supports students 
as evaluators of teacher performance to that which does not support 
involving students in this capacity, i.e., the investigator has made 
sincere efforts to produce an unbiased and accurate representation of 
studies in the field. Nevertheless, the majority of research studies 
located support the potential involvement of students as capable 
evaluators of teacher performance, 
Table 1 represents a synthesis of student feedback research presented 
as a part of the current study. Clearly, more research on students as 
evaluators of instruction is necessary at the K-12 level. Particularly 
needed are additional studies which focus on the primary and elementary 
grades. However, in spite of the fact that student feedback research at 
these levels is limited, most studies conducted have concluded that even 
primary pupils are capable of accurately rating teacher performance. 
Consequently, the present research study is designed to contribute to the 
existing base of information regarding the potential contributions of 
primary and elementary student feedback in the teacher evaluation 
process. 
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Table 1. A synthesis of the research literature for students' ratings 
of teacher performance 
Researcher 
Support of 
student 
evaluations 
Non-support 
of student 
evaluations 
Rotem and Glasman 
University (1979) 
Student evaluation 
does not improve 
teacher performance 
Blass 
University (1980) 
Student evaluation 
influenced by grade/ 
teacher attitude 
Alearaoni 
University (1981) 
Student ratings 
heighten morale 
and improve 
performance 
Braunstein, Klein, 
and Pachla 
University (1973) 
Student ratings 
heighten morale 
and improve 
performance 
Ghorpade and Lackritz 
University (1991) 
Student feedback 
may reveal race and 
gender prejudice 
Cohen 
University (1980) 
Student evaluations 
improve instruction 
Levinson-Rose 
and Menges 
University (1981) 
Student evaluations 
improve instruction 
H. Murray 
University (1987) 
Student evaluations 
improve instruction 
Drews, Burroughs, 
and Nokovich 
University (1987) 
Significant correla­
tion between student 
and instructor self-
ratings 
Costin, Greenough, 
and Menges 
University (1971) 
Significant correlation 
between student and 
instructor self-ratings 
Table 1. Continued 
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Researcher 
Support of 
student 
evaluations 
Non-support 
of student 
evaluations 
Hogan 
University (1973) 
Scriven 
Grades K-12 (1990) 
Richardson and 
Thomas 
Grades 4-6 (1989) 
Savage and McCord 
Grades 4-6 (1986) 
Significant correlation 
between student and 
instructor self-ratings 
University research 
should be applicable 
in K-12 grades 
Students reliable and 
valid judges of 
instruction 
Students reliable and 
valid judges of 
instruction 
Amatora 
Grades 4-6 (1954) 
Students reliable and 
discriminating 
evaluators 
Haak, Kleiber, 
and Peck 
Grades 4-6 (1972) 
Peck, Olsson, 
and Green 
Grades 4-6 (1978) 
Peck, Blattstein, 
and Fox 
Grades 4-6 (1978) 
Driscol, Peterson, 
Crow, and Larson 
Grades K-3 (1985) 
Benninga, Thornburg, 
and Gurkey 
Grades K-3 (1980) 
Students valid 
evaluators 
Significant correlation 
between students' 
ratings and experts 
Student ratings 
heighten morale and 
improve instruction 
Students reliable 
evaluators 
Grade level has little 
impact on reliability 
of student ratings 
Possible exception-
Grade 1 students 
Kronowitz 
Grades K-3 (1984) 
Students are 
discriminating raters 
Table 1. Continued 
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Researcher 
Support of 
student 
evaluations 
Non-support 
of student 
evaluations 
Peterson, Driscol, 
and Stevens 
Grades K-3 (1990) 
Payne 
Grades K-3 (1984) 
Vollmer and Creek 
Grades K-3 (1988) 
Students arè 
discriminating raters 
No significant 
correlation between 
students' and 
observers' ratings 
Students unable to 
discriminate teacher 
performance 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
The present research was designed to study students' ratings of 
teachers in the Cave Creek, Arizona School District. At the time of the 
study, Cave Greek was one of 14 districts state-wide implementing a pay-
for-performance plan. A career ladder was selected as the basic structure 
for the performance plan. Because Arizona's legislature mandates that a 
district's career ladder plan must utilize student achievement as one of 
its components, administrators and teachers in the district were prompted 
to initiate students' ratings of teachers as a means of assessing 
classroom climate and ultimately to inhibit the tendency of some teachers 
to unduly criticize or harshly treat students in an attempt to improve 
achievement scores. Initial attempts to implement a career ladder plan in 
Cave Creek (1984-89) had only resulted in an escalation of salaries and 
did not produce the district's anticipated outcomes, differentiation of 
salary based on job performance. 
It was at this point that the Cave Creek Stakeholders Committee 
contacted the School Improvement Model Team at Iowa State University for 
assistance. This research study, along with a concurrent study of student 
feedback in grades 6-12 (Omotani, in progress) was a result of the 
district's request for assistance. Consequently, while the primary 
purpose of this study was to add to the body of student feedback research 
at the primary and elementary levels, it also was designed to provide 
practical assistance to the district in implementing student ratings as 
one component of its pay-for-performance plan. 
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Specifically, objectives of the study were to 1) identify teacher 
evaluation instrument items which discriminate teacher performance, for 
use in K-2 and 3-5 students' ratings of teachers; 2) investigate whether 
primary (K-2) teachers and elementary (3-5) teachers in a career ladder 
system have an advantage over teachers in grades 6-8 and 9-12; and 3) to 
determine whether the factors in each grade-level instrument are the same 
as Judkins' factors formulated in his 1987 research. 
Sample Selection 
All primary and elementary (K-5) students and teachers in the Cave 
Creek School District participated in this study during May 1990. The 
current study was designed to analyze these data. However, in April 1991, 
the district repeated the student feedback process and, thus, more data 
were made available to the current investigation for purposes of 
validating the original item analysis research. As planned, the 1990 
research served as the major database for the study. Because this study 
included all students and all teachers in the system, rather than a select 
sample of volunteers, the resulting findings are intended to provide 
important information regarding student evaluations using teacher 
performance items proven to discriminate when used with a total school 
population of K-5 students. 
The Schools and Collection of Data 
This study was conducted in the Cave Creek, Arizona Unified School 
District No. 93, a district comprised of 84 teachers and 1518 students. 
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Cave Creek is located just north of Scottsdale, Arizona. There were four 
schools in the district: Cave Creek Elementary School (K-2) with 339 
students, Black Mountain Elementary School (3-5) with 359 students. Desert 
Arroyo Middle School (6-8) with 383 students, and Cactus Shadows High 
School (9-12) with 443 students. In May 1990, 18 teachers from Cave Creek 
Elementary School and 21 teachers from Black Mountain Elementary School 
were rated by students. At each level both a regular-class questionnaire 
was administered to regular-class students and a special-class 
questionnaire was administered to students in special-area classes. These 
ratings were subsequently compared with students' May 1990 ratings of 18 
teachers from Desert Arroyo Middle School (both regular-class and special-
class questionnaires were used) and 27 teachers from Cactus Shadows High 
School (only a regular-class questionnaire was used). Table 2 displays 
the number of students who completed questionnaires. 
Preliminary analysis of this 1990 data raised questions regarding the 
ability of the special-class instruments to discriminate teacher 
performance; low enrollment in some of the special-area classes may have 
contributed to the inability of the items to discriminate teacher 
performance. Consequently, a recommendation was made to the district for 
discontinuing use of the special-class instruments. 
Because the special-class instruments did not discriminate, the 
resulting data would not have provided meaningful results for this 
investigation. Therefore, the decision was made to use only data obtained 
from regular-class students' ratings of teachers. In April 1991, students 
and teachers in Cave Creek repeated the student feedback process; this 
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Table 2. Completion of questionnaires 
Number Number 
School and level of teachers of students 
Cave Greek Elementary 18 339 
Grade K 4 103 
Grade 1 5 120 
Grade 2 5 
Special-class 4 116 
Black Mountain Elementary 21 359 
Grade 3 5 124 
Grade 4 5 117 
Grade 5 5 118 
Special-class 6 
Desert Arroyo Middle 18 383 
Grade 6 5 119 
Grade 7 5 134 
Grade 8 5 130 
Grades 6, 7, 8 3 
Cactus Shadows High 27 443 
Grade 9 129 
Grade 10 113 
Grade 11 109 
Grade 12 92 
time only the four regular-class questionnaires were administered to all 
students. As a result, the additional 1991 student feedback data became 
available and were used in this study for purposes of validating 
discrimination power of the K-2 and 3-5 instrument items; i.e., item 
discrimination analyses of the 1990 and 1991 data were compared. 
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Questionnaire Construction 
The 20-item questionnaires used at each level (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-
12) (Appendix B) were based on work of Hidlebaugh (1973), Judkins (1987), 
and the Iowa State School Improvement Model Team (SIM). In order to 
personalize the instruments to their district, the Cave Creek teacher 
evaluation committee, with assistance from the SIM Team, first revised 
questionnaire items at each school level, by adding or deleting items 
which did not meet their needs. Second, the committee revised items 
originally stated in the negative, altering them to a positive wording. 
Third, the committee revised each of the original K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 
questionnaires for use with special areas of art, band, music, special 
education, Spanish (K-5), and ESL. In all, a combined total of seven 
regular-class and special-class questionnaires were recommended by the 
stakeholders committee for district-wide implementation. 
Primary grade students (K-2) were surveyed with an instrument which 
used a three-point rating scale. The instrument consisted of 20 questions 
which were tabulated with the following values : 
[This item describes my teacher] 
No - 0 
Sometimes - 2 
Almost always - 4 
Thus, a primary-level teacher receiving an "almost always" rating on each 
of the 20 items would receive a total rating of 80. In this study, the 
teachers' scores (range - 1-80) were used to determine if differences 
existed, according to grade level, in students' mean ratings of teachers. 
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The upper elementary (3-5), middle school (6-8), and high school (9-
12) questionnaires used a five-point rating scale. The scale for these 
grades were weighted with the following values : 
[This item describes my class or teacher] 
Never - 0 
Not often - 1 
Sometimes - 2 
Usually - 3 
Almost always = 4 
Again, a teacher receiving an "almost always" rating on each of the 20 
questions would receive a total rating of 80. 
Operational Procedures 
Following the questionnaire development process and the 1990 survey 
of students, the K-2 and 3-5 items were analyzed to determine their source 
of origin. Judkins (1987) had formulated a pool of discriminating items, 
and some items used in the Cave Creek study were from his original pool. 
Instrument item classification 
Table 3 (K-2) and Table 4 (3-5) categorize and describe the items 
according to those which were reworded but measure the same teacher 
performance as Judkins' (1987) original items (SIM revised). They also 
categorize and describe those items which were totally new items, authored 
by the district (Cave Creek original). All remaining instrument items 
came from Judkins' pool of discriminating items (SIM original) 
(Appendix C). This classification of source of origin provided a base for 
subsequent study and determination of 1) whether items from the original 
pool would continue to discriminate when used with a total school 
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Table 3. Grades K-2 SIM revised and Cave Creek original instrument items 
Questionnaire 
item number 
SIM revised item 
1 My school day is interesting. 
4 Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 
6 My teacher gives us homework. 
7 My teacher comes to class on time. 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for it. 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my 
work before class is over. 
Cave Creek original item 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
Table 4. Grades 3-5 SIM revised and Cave Creek original instrument items 
Questionnaire 
item number 
SIM revised item 
2 My school day is interesting. 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being studied. 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without having to 
wait a long time for it. 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 
Cave Creek original item 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. 
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population, and 2) whether revised or district-authored items would 
possess discrimination power. 
Standards for data collection and administration of questionnaires 
Initial procedures for the administration of the 1990 student 
feedback questionnaire were developed by the Gave Creek Stakeholders 
Committee and are detailed in the Cave Creek Career Ladder Plan 
(Appendix E). Prior to students' completion of the 1991 questionnaires, 
improved procedures were developed for collection of student feedback 
data. Procedures detailed instructions necessary to ensure the accurate 
coding and collection of both teacher and student information 
(Appendix F). Teachers reportedly implemented the student feedback 
process according to the agreed upon procedures. In 1990 and 1991, the 
administration of questionnaires was not conducted by the students' own 
classroom teacher but by another teacher or staff member within the 
school. 
Also, prior to students' completion of the 1991 questionnaires, 
recommendations were made to the district, based on preliminary data 
analysis, regarding 1) suitable replacement items for K-12 regular-class 
instrument items which did not discriminate, and 2) elimination of 
special-area questionnaires, due to lack of known discrimination power. 
Following the administration of both years' feedback surveys, 
completed questionnaires were collected, grouped, and labeled by district 
personnel. They were delivered to the School Improvement Model office 
where they were processed and checked for teacher code numbers and grade 
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categories. Data were then scanned electronically and transferred to the 
ISU Computer Services System. 
Statistical Procedures 
This study employed a variety of procedures to compute and analyze 
data. They were the Menne-Tolsma methodology, the Cronbach coefficient 
alpha, the one-way ANOVA, and factor analysis. 
Menne and Tolsma statistical program for item discrimination 
The Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology for determining item 
discrimination power was used in this study to analyze the 20 items on 
each of the K-2 regular-class, K-2 special-class, 3-5 regular-class, and 
3-5 special-class questionnaires. According to Menne (1972), evaluation 
instrument items are most effective when they have a high level of item 
discrimination; i.e., when the item is capable of separating high teacher 
performance from that of average and low performance. 
In order for the Menne and Tolsma procedure to work, there must be a 
required minimum of 15 raters (in this study, student raters), and there 
must be at least two groups of raters. Additionally, the Menne-Tolsma 
statistical procedure requires that in order for an item to discriminate 
between teacher performances, with each teacher being rated by 15 
students, a certain minimum percentage of the total sum of squares must be 
due to the variance between teachers. This minimum percentage sufficient 
to discriminate at the .05 level is 13 percent. The minimum percentage 
necessary to discriminate at the .01 level is 22 percent. Based on the 
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assumptions of Menne and Tolsma (1971), it can be assumed that items 
selected using the 13 percent or 22 percent criteria will be 
discriminating ones. The 13 percent figure is determined algebraically as 
follows: 
Source df SS MS F 
Between groups 2-1-1 x x 4.20 
lOO-x/28 1 
Within groups 2(15-l)-28 100-x 
Total 29 100 
Therefore : 
X 
100-x - 4.20 
28 
x-4.20 / 100-x 
28 ( 
28x - (4.20) (100-x) 
28x - 420 - 4.20x 
(28 + 4.20)x - 420 
32.2x - 420 
X - 13.04 
100-x — 86.96 
A Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was computed for all 
criteria which discriminated between teacher performance at the .05 level 
of significance. The Cronbach alpha procedure assesses inter-item 
consistency or homogeneity of the items. It was selected as an 
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appropriate measure because students were asked to rate their teachers on 
a multiple-scored scale. 
Analysis of variance--A comparison of total mean scores 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test whether K-2 
and/or 3-5 students were more lenient, or more severe, in their ratings 
when compared with each other and with 6-8 and 9-12 grade levels. 
Students completed a 20-item rating of teachers. Each item had a 
potential high score of four, or a possible total score of 80 for the 
entire questionnaire. Mean scores were determined by adding all scores at 
each level or grade and then dividing by the number of teachers at that 
level or grade. The ANOVA was used to test for statistically significant 
differences between: 
Total mean score by level: 
• The total mean scores for all K-2 teachers, compared to 3-5, 6-
8, and 9-12 grade levels. 
• The total mean scores for all 3-5 teachers, compared to K-2, 6-
8, and 9-12 grade levels. 
Total mean score by grade: 
• The total mean scores of teachers at each of the individual 
grade levels, K-8. (Only K-8 scores were available for 
individual grade-level analysis.) 
In the present investigation, primary grades (K-2) and elementary 
grades (3-5) were compared with middle school (6-8) and high school (9-12) 
by analyzing data obtained from a similar middle and high school study 
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also being conducted in the Cave Creek District (Omotani, in progress). 
While possible to compare mean scores by category (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-
12) for all of the grades kindergarten through 12, only mean scores for 
the individual grades of K-8 were available for statistical analysis. 
This differentiation is due to the fact that the structure of the 
secondary schools, and in particular the senior high school, enables 
students from multiple-grade levels to enroll in the same classes and, 
therefore, to have the same teacher during a given class period. Further, 
most secondary teachers were assigned responsibilities across several 
grade levels. Such structures did not allow for the breakdown of 
teachers' mean scores by individual grades. 
Analysis of variance--A comparison of mean scores from questions common 
across grade levels 
The first analysis for this research question was of mean scores by 
level. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine 
possible differences in the ratings of younger pupils and tested whether 
K-2 and/or 3-5 students rate teachers significantly higher or lower when 
K-2 and 3-5 ratings that measure the same criteria are compared with each 
other and with students' mean ratings of teachers from the 6-8 and 9-12 
grade levels. 
As was the case with the previous analysis of variance test, this 
ANOVA compared mean scores in primary grades (K-2) and elementary grades 
(3-5) with middle school (6-8) and high school (9-12). Specifically, 
ANOVA was used to test whether differences between mean scores for 
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questions common across two or more grade levels, K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12, 
were statistically significant. 
The second analysis for this research question was of mean scores by 
grade. One-way analysis of variance was used to determine possible 
leniency/severity bias of younger pupils by testing whether significant 
differences existed between mean scores at specific grade levels. Because 
of multiple grade-level enrollment in grades 9-12, only mean scores for 
the individual grades of K-8 were available for statistical analysis. 
ANOVA was used to determine whether statistically significant 
differences for the previously identified common questions existed between 
mean score ratings for the K-8 grade levels. When significant differences 
were identified using ANOVA, the Scheffé multiple range test was 
calculated for both the grade category and individual grade-level scores, 
when the F value was significant at the .05 or .01 level. 
Table 5 lists student feedback instrument items determined to be 
common across grade levels. The number corresponding to each item 
indicates the number of that item on its grade-level questionnaire, as 
used by the Cave Greek District in 1990. 
Focusing specifically on comparisons with the primary grades, five 
instrument items are common across grade levels K-2 and 3-5. Two items 
are common to levels K-2 and 6-8. One item is common across levels K-2 
and 9-12. Two items are common to levels K-2, 3-5, and 6-8, and one item 
is common to levels K-2, 3-5, and 9-12. Finally, two items are common 
across all levels--K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12. Comparisons with the 
elementary grade levels reveal that two items are common across grade 
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Table 5. Instrument items common across grade levels 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
1. My school 
day is 
interesting. 
2. My school 
day is 
interesting. 
2. My teacher 
gives us 
enough time to 
do our work. 
1. My teacher 
makes our work 
interesting. 
1. My teacher 
makes class 
work 
interesting. 
20. My teacher 
gives enough 
time to do our 
work. 
1. My teacher 
makes class 
work 
interesting. 
4. Our 5. Our 7. Our 
discussions discussions discussions 
are about the are about the focus on the 
lesson being subject being topic of the 
studied. studied. lesson. 
6. My teacher 4. My teacher 
gives us gives us work 
homework. to do at home. 
8. My teacher 10. My teacher 3. My teacher 6. My teacher 
makes me makes me maintains maintains 
follow the follow the discipline in discipline in 
rules. rules. the classroom. the classroom 
9. We often 
have to take a 
test in class. 
12. I can get 
help from my 
teacher when I 
need it. 
8. I can get 
help from my 
teacher. 
17. My teacher 
gives tests 
and quizzes. 
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Table 5. Continued 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
18. My teacher 
Is available 
to help me 
during class 
time and other 
times during 
the school 
day. 
19. My teacher 
is available 
to help me 
during class 
time and other 
times during 
the school 
day. 
13. My teacher 
gives me new 
work to do 
when I am 
ready for it. 
11. My teacher 
gives me new 
work to do 
without having 
to wait a long 
time for it. 
16. I know 
what the 
teacher wants 
us to do. 
17. My teacher 
gives me 
interesting 
work if I 
finish my work 
before class 
is over. 
12. My teacher 
explains the 
lesson 
clearly. 
14. My teacher 
has work for 
me to do if I 
finish my 
assignment 
before class 
is over. 
15. My teacher 
has work for 
me to do if I 
finish an 
assignment 
before class 
is over. 
19. My teacher 6. My teacher 18. My teacher 7. My teacher 
gives our work gives our work returns tests returns tests 
back to us back to us and and 
quickly. quickly. assignments assignments 
quickly. quickly. 
20. My teacher 16. My teacher 5. My teacher 
tells us what tells us what tells us how 
new things we new things we we can use 
can learn in can learn in what we have 
each lesson. each lesson. already 
learned to 
learn new 
things. 
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Table 5. Continued 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
3. We go back 
over each 
lesson when we 
finish it. 
6. We discuss 
and summarize 
each lesson 
just studied. 
4. We discuss 
and summarize 
each lesson we 
have just 
studied. 
9. I finish ray 
work before 
class time is 
over. 
9. I have more 
time to do my 
work than I 
need. 
14. My teacher 
tells me where 
I can find 
more 
information to 
help me learn 
about the 
lesson. 
17. My teacher 
will explain 
new things in 
a way that is 
easy to 
understand. 
12. My teacher 
explains new 
ideas in a way 
that is easy 
to understand. 
14. My teacher 
tells the 
class about 
library/media 
materials that 
will help us 
learn about 
the subject we 
are studying, 
when 
appropriate. 
19. My teacher 
uses a variety 
of classroom 
activities and 
resources. 
19. My teacher 
uses a variety 
of classroom 
activities and 
resources. 
12. My teacher 
uses a variety 
of classroom 
activities and 
resources. 
20. My teacher 
is well 
prepared. 
4. My teacher 
is well 
prepared for 
our class. 
15. My teacher 
is well 
organized. 
50 
levels 3-5 and 6-8. One item is common to levels 3-5 and 9-12, and four 
items are common to levels 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12. 
Most items comprising the questionnaires for this study were taken 
directly from, or were modified from, pools of items determined by Judkins 
(1987) to be discriminating at each grade level. Some of the items, 
however, were developed by the Cave Creek Stakeholders Committee. In the 
process of selecting and developing questionnaire items, the stakeholders 
committee deliberately chose to develop each grade-level questionnaire as 
an independent instrument. Thus, differences exist in the number of items 
common across the various questionnaires. 
Factor analysis 
Two factor analyses were run on the K-2 and 3-5 regular-class 
instruments in order to determine how many factors there were and to 
determine which items were primarily associated with each factor. In 
other words, a factor analysis was used to assist in determining whether 
or not an instrument is complete and well balanced in terms of measuring a 
variety of teacher performance criteria. Subsequently, this study 
examined and described the factorial relationships between discriminating 
items and School Improvement Model (SIM) specified criteria for measuring 
teacher performance. One factor analysis was run on the data for each 
instrument in its entirety in order to determine whether the items tended 
to cluster in the same criteria categories used by Judkins (1987). The 
other factor analysis was run on the discriminating items only. 
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Judkins' study developed teacher evaluation instrument items intended 
to measure teacher performance in three areas classified by SIM as 
1) Productive Teaching Techniques, 2) Organized, Structured Classroom 
Management, and 3) Positive Interpersonal Relations. The factor analysis 
was used to determine how both the discriminating and non-discriminating 
items "load" or cluster into these previously identified categories. 
Both on the instruments in their entirety and then on the 
discriminating items only, an exploratory factor analysis was initially 
used to identify the number of factors present. Subsequently, factor 
analysis was used to confirm whether the items continued to load more 
highly on the original factors intended by Judkins or whether they 
clustered in other groupings. 
Data for this study were analyzed in raw score form. The criterion 
for extracting the number of factors was to establish a minimum eigenvalue 
of one. This criterion includes only those factors that account for 
variances greater than one. 
In this study, a factor extraction determined estimates of common 
factors. A correlation matrix was computed for all variables, and the 
Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) method of factor extraction was used. A 
varimax rotation transformed the initial matrix into a more simplified 
form which facilitated subsequent interpretation of the data. The rotated 
data were used to identify the common factor groupings. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The basic problem for this study was to examine the potential for 
involving young students at the primary (K-2) and elementary (3-5) levels 
in the teacher evaluation process. Certainly, the literature has shown 
support for students as evaluators and for multiple raters of teachers' 
instruction over the traditional but frequently biased single visit from 
an administrator. However, concerns remain regarding the question of 
whether or not primary and elementary students are capable of being valid, 
reliable, and discriminating judges of teacher performance and whether 
they are more lenient in their ratings of teachers than are older 
students. Additionally, little study has been done toward development of 
young students' rating instruments; thus, educators remain uncertain 
regarding the ability of existing instruments to discriminate teacher 
behavior. Until these questions are answered, concerns are justifiably 
raised regarding young pupils' involvement in a system of teacher 
evaluation. 
As a consequence, specific purposes of this study were to identify 
primary and elementary student feedback instrument items which 
discriminate teacher performances and to determine whether primary and 
elementary students' ratings of teachers show a leniency/severity bias 
when compared with middle school and high school students' ratings of 
teachers. Such research is designed to provide needed information 
regarding grade-level appropriate teacher evaluation instrumentation as 
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well as to examine the appropriateness of involving young students as 
evaluators of instruction. 
In this study, 339 primary students and 359 elementary students rated 
their teachers' instruction by completing a three-point or five-point, 20-
item Likert-type questionnaire. Items which discriminated teacher 
performance at the .05 and .01 levels of significance were identified by 
using the Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology. In order to test for 
possible leniency/severity bias of young children, a one-way ANOVA with 
contrasts compared primary and elementary students' mean ratings of 
teachers to middle and high school students' ratings. One-way ANOVA was 
also used in another test of leniency/severity bias, by determining 
whether significant differences existed between students' mean ratings of 
teachers on questions common across grade levels. Finally, a factor 
analysis was conducted to determine how evaluation instrument items load 
on specific factors, or cluster into categories, and whether the items 
contained in each factor are similarly grouped according to those in 
Judkins' (1987) original study. 
This chapter will report the results of statistical tests related to 
each of the research questions under study and will display the findings 
in table form. Questionnaires used to collect the data for this study are 
found in Appendix B. 
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Student Questionnaire: Item Discrimination 
Research Question 1: Do instrument items in the K-2 regular-class, 
K-2 special-class, 3-5 regular-class, and 3-5 special-class questionnaires 
possess discrimination power? 
Research Null Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant differences 
in the discrimination power of items used in the student feedback 
questionnaires. 
In determining whether the discrimination power of the student 
feedback instrument items on the four teacher evaluation questionnaires 
differed, Hidlebaugh's (1973) and Judkins' adaptation of the Menne and 
Tolsma methodology (1971) was applied to all items on the questionnaires. 
This statistical analysis identified questionnaire items which had a 
between-groups variance which equaled or exceeded 13 percent, indicating 
discrimination at the .05 level of significance. Further, it identified 
which items had a between-groups variance equaling or exceeding 22 
percent, thus, discriminating at the .01 level of significance. 
Analysis and discussion of this research question will be divided 
into six categories: 1) 1990 K-2 regular-class items, 2) 1990 3-5 
regular-class items, 3) 1990 K-2 special-class items, 4) 1990 3-5 special-
class items, 5) 1991 K-2 regular-class items, and 6) 1991 3-5 regular-
class items. Listed in Appendix D are the instrument items for each 
category, the number of teachers rated by each grade-level category of 
student raters, and the mean score, variance, and discrimination value for 
each questionnaire item. 
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1990 K-2 regular-class items 
At the primary level, in 1990, a regular-class questionnaire was 
administered to students in regular classes. Data analysis based on the 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology for determining discrimination power 
indicated that a total of six items had a sum of squares between-groups 
variance equal to or exceeding 13 percent of the total sums of squares 
variance, the criterion established for discrimination at the .05 level of 
significance. Thus, six items on the 20-item questionnaire discriminated, 
or measured differences, between teachers. Of the six which measured 
differences, four discriminated at the .05 level and two discriminated at 
the .01 level. Specifically, item 2 (My teacher gives us enough time to 
do our work), item 9 (We often have to take a test in class), item 13 (My 
teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for it), and item 17 (My 
teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my work before class is 
over) discriminated teacher performance at the .05 level of significance. 
Item 6 (My teacher gives us homework) and item 19 (My teacher gives our 
work back to us quickly) discriminated performance at the .01 level of 
significance. The discrimination value of each item is shown in Table 6. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient calculated to determine the 
internal consistency of all items with a discrimination value equal to or 
exceeding 13 percent was .968. 
1990 3-5 regular-class items 
In 1990, elementary students enrolled in 3-5 regular-education 
classes completed a 20-item questionnaire. The Menne and Tolsma (1971) 
56 
Table 6. Item discrimination values in percent for the 1990 K-2 regular-
class questionnaire 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
1 My school day is interesting. 6 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 14* 
3 I pay attention in class. 8 
4 Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied. 8 
5 Our work is too hard for us. 5 
6 My teacher gives us homework. 25** 
7 My teacher comes to class on time. 6 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 8 
9 We often have to take a test in class. 20* 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 6 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is 
not watching. 8 
12 I can get help from ray teacher when I need it. 11 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 18* 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. 7 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 6 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. 11 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I 
finish ray work before class is over. 17* 
18 My teacher has us learn hard lessons in 
small steps. 9 
19 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 23** 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 11 
^Indicates items which discriminate at the ,05 level of significance. 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
methodology for determining discrimination power indicated that a total of 
12 items on the instrument had a minimum percentage variance of 13 
percent, sufficient to discriminate differences in teacher performance. 
Of these, nine discriminated at the .05 level and three discriminated at 
the .01 level. Specifically, item 2 (My school day is interesting), 
item 6 (My teacher gives our work back to us quickly), item 7 (My teacher 
makes me feel good when I do good work), item 12 (My teacher explains the 
lesson clearly), item 15 (My teacher has us work at the right pace), 
item 16 (My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each lesson), 
item 17 (My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand), item 18 (My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day), and item 20 (My teacher is well 
prepared) discriminated teacher performance at the .05 level of 
significance. Item 1 (My teacher makes our work interesting), item 4 (My 
teacher gives us work to do at home), and item 19 (My teacher uses a 
variety of classroom activities and resources) discriminated performance 
at the .01 level of significance. The discrimination value of each item 
is shown in Table 7. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient 
calculated to determine the internal consistency of all items with a 
discrimination value equal to or exceeding 13 percent was .888. 
1990 K-2 special-class items 
At the primary level, in 1990, a special-class questionnaire was 
administered to students in art, P.E., band, music, special education, 
Spanish, and ESL classes. The Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology for 
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Table 7. Item discrimination values in percent for the 1990 3-5 regular-
class questionnaire 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 23** 
2 My school day is interesting. 19* 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 10 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 30** 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 11 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 20* 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 16* 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 11 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 12 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 7 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 10 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 18* 
13 My teacher knows me well. 11 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
ray assignment before class is over. 11 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 14* 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 14* 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 17* 
18 My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the school 
day. 13* 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 26** 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 16* 
^Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
**Indlcates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
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determining discrimination power indicated that none of the items on the 
20-item instrument discriminated differences in teacher performance at 
either the .05 or .01 levels of significance, i.e., none of the instrument 
Items had a sum of squares between-groups variance which reached or 
exceeded 13 percent. One possible explanation for the failure of the 
items to discriminate would be the small number of raters in the special-
area classes. Table 8 shows the percentage value for each special-class 
instrument item. The reliability coefficient of internal consistency, 
calculated using the Cronbach alpha method, was 0.000. This statistic was 
expected, as none of the 20 items possessed discrimination power at the 
.05 level of significance. 
1990 3-5 special-class items 
At the elementary level, in 1990, a special-class questionnaire was 
administered to students in art, P.E., band, music, special education, 
Spanish, and ESL classes. The Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology was 
used to determine the discrimination power of each instrument item. 
Analysis indicated that five of the 20 items had a between-groups variance 
which equaled or exceeded 13 percent. Specifically, item 1 (My teacher 
makes our work interesting), item 4 (We do the same thing every day in 
class), item 6 (My teacher is usually prepared for class), item 10 (My 
teacher makes me follow the rules), and item 14 (My teacher stays in our 
classroom) discriminated teacher performance at the .05 level of 
significance. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
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Item discrimination values in percent for the 1990 K-2 special-
class questionnaire 
Item 
discrimination 
Item in percent 
My school day is.interesting. 1 
We do the same thing every day in class. 2 
I pay attention in class. 3 
Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied. 3 
Our work is too hard for us. 2 
My teacher is usually prepared for class. 1 
My teacher comes to class on time. 1 
My teacher makes me follow the rules. 4 
My teacher is fair with everybody. 4 
My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 2 
I work in this class even if the teacher is 
not watching. 3 
I can get help from ray teacher when I need it. 4 
My teacher tells me that I do good work. 0 
My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. 3 
My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 2 
I know what the teacher wants us to do. 1 
My teacher is easy to understand. 9 
My teacher has us learn hard lessons in 
small steps. 2 
My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to learn. 3 
My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 3 
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Thus, five instrument items measured differences between teachers. Table 
9 illustrates the discrimination value of each item. The Cronbach alpha 
reliability coefficient based on five items which discriminated was .701. 
Recommendation to eliminate snecial-area questionnaires 
Because preliminary analysis of the 1990 special-class data indicated 
that no items on the K-2 questionnaire measured differences in teacher 
performance, and only five items on the 3-5 questionnaire measured 
differences in performance, it was recommended that the district 
discontinue using both the K-2 and the 3-5 special-class questionnaires. 
As a result, 1991 data reported in the item discrimination portion of this 
study reflect analysis of only regular-class student feedback data. An 
additional concern leading to this recommendation was a result of the 
small number of students who rated each teacher, i.e., in some cases small 
class enrollments resulted in fewer than the established minimum of 15 
students evaluating the performance of a teacher. Consequently, it was 
not statistically possible to determine whether the special-class 
questionnaire items possessed significant discrimination power. 
1991 K-2 regular-class items 
In 1991, a regular-class questionnaire was administered to students 
in both regular and special-area classes, thus, increasing the number of 
students who completed the questionnaire. Because of the increase in 
numbers, one might expect to find an increased variance and, therefore, an 
increase in the percentage of items which were identified as possessing 
6 2  
Table 9. Item discrimination values in percent for the 1990 3-5 special-
class questionnaire 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 13* 
2 My school day is interesting. 12 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 10 
4 We do the same thing every day in class. 16* 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 9 
6 My teacher is usually prepared for class. 17* 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 6 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 6 
9 My teacher is fair with everybody. 6 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 15* 
11 My teacher tells me that I do good work. 7 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 9 
13 My teacher is easy to understand. 12 
14 My teacher stays in our classroom. 13* 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 3 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 3 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 10 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 3 
19 My teacher knows a lot about the lesson being 
taught. 12 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 9 
•^Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
discrimination power. However, an analysis of data obtained using the 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology did not support this assumption; only 
two instrument items had percentage values which equaled or exceeded 13 
percent, the criterion established for item discrimination at the .05 
level of significance, and two items had percentage values which equaled 
or exceeded 22 percent, the criterion established for item discrimination 
at the .01 level of significance. Specifically, item 17 (My teacher gives 
me interesting work if I finish my work before class is over), and item 19 
(My teacher gives our work back to us quickly) discriminated teacher 
performance at the .05 level of significance. Item 6 (My teacher gives us 
homework), and item 9 (We often have to take a test in class) 
discriminated performance at the .01 level of significance. Thus, in 1991 
when the total school population of K-2 students used this questionnaire 
to rate their teachers, four of 20 items were capable of measuring 
differences between teachers. Table 10 shows the percentage value for 
each instrument item. The.Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient based on 
four items with discrimination power was .739. In conclusion, this study 
attempted to show that there would be a difference in the discrimination 
power of the K-2 regular-class instrument items and was able to do so. 
1991 3-5 regular-class items 
In 1991, a regular-class questionnaire was administered to students 
in both regular and special-area classes. It was again believed that 
eliminating the previous year's special-class questionnaire and thus 
increasing the total number of students completing the regular-class 
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Table 10. Item discrimination values in percent for the 1991 K-2 regular-
class questionnaire 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
1 My school day is interesting. 12 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 9 
3 I pay attention in class. 7 
4 Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied. 10 
5 Our work is too hard for us. 9 
6 My teacher gives us homework. 32** 
7 My teacher comes to class on time. 9 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 5 
9 We often have to take a test in class. 29** 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 9 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is 
not watching. 7 
12 I can get help from ray teacher when I need it. 8 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 10 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. 12 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 7 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. 9 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I 
finish my work before class is over. 14* 
18 My teacher has us learn hard lessons in 
small steps. 9 
19 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 16* 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 12 
•^Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
questionnaire would increase variance and, therefore, increase item 
discrimination power. This time, the analysis of data obtained from the 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology supported this assumption. Eleven 
items were found to have a between-groups variance which reached or 
exceeded 13 percent, discriminating at the .05 level of significance. 
Eight items had a variance percentage of 22 percent or greater, 
discriminating at the .01 level of significance. The only item which did 
not discriminate was item 5 (Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied). This item had a discrimination power of 11. Thus, in 1991 when 
the total school population of 3-5 students used this questionnaire to 
rate their teachers, 19 of 20 items were capable of measuring differences 
between teachers; this result was an increase of seven discriminating 
items over 1990. The discrimination percentage value for each item is 
shown in Table 11. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient calculated 
to determine the internal consistency of the 19 items was .937. In 
conclusion, this portion of the study attempted to show that there would 
be a difference in the discrimination power of the 3-5 regular-class 
instrument items and was able to do so. 
Results of 1990 and 1991 item analysis 
In this study, the discrimination values of both 1990 and 1991 
student feedback questionnaire items were compared. Table 12 displays K-2 
regular-class instrument items which discriminated teacher performance in 
1990, in 1991, and in both years of the study. Two items, "My teacher 
gives us enough time to do our work" and "My teacher gives me work to do 
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Table 11. Item discrimination values in percent for the 1991 3-5 regular-
class questionnaire 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 24** 
2 My school day is interesting. 18* 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 19* 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 44** 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 11 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 21* 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 18* 
8 I can get help from ray teacher. 22** 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 14* 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 18* 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 19* 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 23** 
13 My teacher knows me well. 23** 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
my assignment before class is over. 22** 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 19* 
15 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 17* 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 23** 
18 My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the school day. 20* 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 16* 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 24** 
^Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
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Table 12. K-2 regular-class instrument items which discriminated teacher 
performance in 1990, in 1991, and in both years of the study 
Questionnaire item 
Discriminated 
.05 or .01 
(year) 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 
9. We often have to take a test in class. 
13. My teacher gives me work to do when I am ready for it, 
17. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my 
work before class is over. 
19. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
1990 
1990/1991 
1990/1991 
1990 
1990/1991 
1990/1991 
when I am ready for it" discriminated teacher performance in 1990 only. 
Four items discriminated teacher performance in both 1990 and 1991. Those 
items were: "My teacher gives us homework," "We often have to take a test 
in class," "My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my work 
before class is over," and "My teacher gives our work back to us quickly," 
Table 13 displays 3-5 regular-class instrument items which 
discriminated teacher performance in 1990, in 1991, and in both years of 
the study. Twelve items discriminated teacher performance in 1990. All 
12 items also discriminated performance in 1991. They were: "My teacher 
makes our work interesting," "My school day is interesting," "My teacher 
gives us work to do at home," "My teacher gives our work back to us 
quickly," "My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work," "My teacher 
explains the lesson clearly," "My teacher has us work at the right pace," 
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Table 13. 3-5 regular-class instrument items which discriminated teacher 
performance in 1990, in 1991, and in both years of the study 
Discriminated 
.05 or .01 
Questionnaire item (year) 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. 1990/1991 
2. My school day is interesting. 1990/1991 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 1991 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 1990/1991 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 1990/1991 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 1990/1991 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 1991 
9. I finish my work before class is over. 1991 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 1991 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. 1991 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 1990/1991 
13. My teacher knows me well. 1991 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. 1991 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 1990/1991 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 1990/1991 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand. 1990/1991 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 1990/1991 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities « 
and resources. 1990/1991 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 1990/1991 
"My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each lesson," "My 
teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to understand," "My 
teacher is available to help me during class time and other times during 
the school day," "My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources," and "My teacher is well prepared." An additional seven items 
discriminated performance only in the 1991 study, when special-class 
teachers were added to the sample. The items were : "We go back over each 
lesson when we finish it," "I can get help from my teacher," "I finish my 
work before class is over," "My teacher makes me follow the rules," "My 
teacher gives me new work to do without having to wait a long time for 
it," "My teacher knows me well," and "My teacher has work for me to do if 
I finish my assignment before class is over." 
The comparison of K-2 and 3-5 regular-class item discrimination 
analysis is further summarized in Table 14, which displays 1990 and 1991 
discrimination values of instrument items common to the K-2 or 3-5 
questionnaire and at least one other questionnaire, 6-8 or 9-12. Item 
discrimination data from the 6-8 and 9-12 levels were obtained from a 
concurrent study of student feedback in the Cave Creek School District 
(Omotani, in progress). 
Item 1 on the K-2 instrument did not discriminate teacher performance 
in either analysis. The same item on the 3-5 instrument, however, 
discriminated teacher performance at the .05 level in both 1990 and 1991. 
Item 1 on the 3-5 instrument (My teacher makes our work interesting) 
discriminated teacher performance at the .01 level in both years of the 
study and also discriminated at the .01 level on the 6-8 and 9-12 
instrument. It was not, however, included on the K-2 instrument. Item 2 
on the K-2 instrument (My teacher gives us enough time to do our work) 
discriminated at the .05 level in 1990. This item was included on the 6-8 
instrument and discriminated at the .05 level in both years' analyses. 
This item was not a part of the 3-5 instrument. Item 6 on the K-2 
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Table 14. Discrimination values of instrument items common across grade 
levels 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
1. My school 
day is 
interesting. 
6. My teacher 
gives us 
homework. 
(1990)** 
(1991)** 
2. My school 
day is 
interesting. 
(1990)* 
(1991)* 
1. My teacher 1. My teacher 1. My teacher 
makes our work makes class makes class 
interesting. work work 
(1990)** interesting. interesting. 
(1991)** (1990)** (1990)** 
(1991)** (1991)** 
2. My teacher 20. My teacher 
gives us gives enough 
enough time to time to do our 
do our work. work. 
(1990)* (1990)* 
(1991)* 
4. Our 5. Our 7. Our 
discussions discussions discussions 
are about the are about the focus on the 
lesson being subject being topic of the 
studied. studied. lesson. 
(1990)** 
(1991)* 
4. My teacher 
gives us work 
to do at home. 
(1990)** 
(1991)** 
*Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
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Table 14. Continued 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
8. My teacher 
makes me 
follow the 
rules. 
9. We often 
have to take a 
test in class. 
(1990)* 
(1991)** 
12. I can get 
help from my 
teacher when I 
need it. 
13. My teacher 
gives me new 
work to do 
when I am 
ready for it. 
(1990)* 
16. I know 
what the 
teacher wants 
us to do. 
10. My teacher 
makes me 
follow the 
rules. 
(1991)* 
8. I can get 
help from my 
teacher. 
(1991)** 
18. My teacher 
is available 
to help me 
during class 
time and other 
times during 
the school 
day. 
(1990)* 
(1991)* 
11. My teacher 
gives me new 
work to do 
without having 
to wait a long 
time for it. 
(1991)* 
12. My teacher 
explains the 
lesson 
clearly. 
(1990)* 
(1991)** 
3. My teacher 
maintains 
discipline in 
the classroom. 
(1990)* 
(1991)* 
17. My teacher 
gives tests 
and quizzes. 
(1990)** 
(1991)** 
6. My teacher 
maintains 
discipline in 
the classroom. 
(1990)* 
(1991)* 
19. My teacher 
is available 
to help me 
during class 
time and other 
times during 
the school 
day. 
(1990)** 
(1991)* 
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Table 14. Continued 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
17. My teacher 14. My teacher 15. My teacher 
gives me has work for has work for 
interesting me to do if I me to do if I 
work if I finish my finish an 
finish my work assignment assignment 
before class before class before class 
is over. is over. is over. 
(1990)* (1991)** (1990)* 
(1991)* (1991)* 
19. My teacher 6. My teacher 18. My teacher 7. My teacher 
gives our work gives our work returns tests returns tests 
back to us back to us and and 
quickly. quickly. assignments assignments 
(1990)** (1990)* quickly. quickly. 
(1991)* (1991)* (1990)** (1990)** 
(1991)** (1991)* 
20. My teacher 16. My teacher 5. My teacher 
tells us what tells us what tells us how 
new things we new things we we can use 
can learn in can learn in what we have 
each lesson. each lesson. already 
(1990)* learned to 
(1991)* learn new 
things. 
(1990)** 
(1991)* 
3. We go back 6. We discuss 4. We discuss 
over each and summarize and summarize 
lesson each lesson each lesson we 
when we finish just studied. have just 
it. (1990)** studied. 
(1991)* (1991)* (1990)** 
9. I finish my 9. I have more 
work before time to do my 
class is over. work than I 
(1991)* need. 
(1990)* 
(1991)* 
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Table 14. Continued 
K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
Number Item Number Item Number Item Number Item 
14. My teacher 
tells me where 
I can find 
more informa­
tion to help 
me learn about 
the lesson. 
14. My teacher 
tells the 
class about 
library/media 
materials that 
will help us 
learn about 
the subject we 
are studying, 
when 
appropriate. 
(1990)** 
(1991)** 
17. My teacher 12. My teacher 
will explain explains new 
new things in ideas in a way 
a way that is that is easy 
easy to to understand. 
understand. (1990)** 
(1990)* (1991)* 
(1991)** 
19. My teacher 19. My teacher 12. My teacher 
uses a variety uses a variety uses a variety 
of classroom of classroom of classroom 
activities and activities and activities and 
resources. resources. resources. 
(1990)** (1990)** (1990)** 
(1991)* (1991)* (1991)** 
20. My teacher 4, My teacher 15. My teacher 
is well is well is well 
prepared. prepared for organized. 
(1990)* our class. (1990)** 
(1991)** (1990)** (1991)* 
(1991)* 
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instrument and item 4 on the 3-5 instrument (My teacher gives us homework) 
discriminated both years at the .01 level. 
Item 8 on the K-2 instrument (My teacher makes me follow the rules) 
did not discriminate in either year's analysis; the same item did, 
however, discriminate at the .05 level on each of the other instruments. 
Item 9 on the K-2 instrument (We often have to take a test in class) 
discriminated at the .01 level in both 1990 and 1991, as it did in both 
years on the 6-8 instrument. This item was not included on the 3-5 
instrument. Item 18 on the 3-5 instrument (My teacher is available to 
help me during class time and other times during the school day) 
discriminated at the .05 level in 1990 and 1991. At the 9-12 level, this 
item also discriminated teacher performance during both years of the 
study, at the .01 level in 1990 and at the .05 level in 1991, 
Item 13 on the K-2 instrument (My teacher gives me new work to do 
when I am ready for it) discriminated at the .05 level in 1990. The same 
item on the 3-5 instrument discriminated at the .05 level in 1990. The 
same item on the 3-5 instrument discriminated at the .05 level in 1991. 
Item 17 on the K-2 instrument was the same as item 14 on the 3-5 
instrument (My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my work 
before class is over). At the K-2 level, this item discriminated at .05 
in 1990 and 1991. On the 3-5 instrument, it discriminated at the .01 
level in 1991. At the 6-8 grades, it discriminated at the .05 level in 
both analyses. 
Item 19 on the K-2 instrument (My teacher gives our work back to us 
quickly) was one of only two items common to all grade-level 
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questionnaires. At all levels and in both analyses, it discriminated 
teacher performance. Level 3-5 instrument items 16 (My teacher tells us 
what new things we can learn in each lesson), 3 (We go back over each 
lesson when we finish it), 9 (I finish my work before class is over), 
17 (My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand), 19 (My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources), and 20 (My teacher is well prepared) are items which 
discriminated teacher performance at the 3-5 level as well as at the 6-8 
or 9-12 levels. K-2 instrument item 14 (My teacher tells me where I can 
find more information to help me learn about the lesson) did not 
discriminate teacher performance. The same item on the 9-12 instrument, 
however, did discriminate at the .05 level in both analyses. 
Leniency/Severity Bias 
Research Question 2: Do K-2 students and/or 3-5 students demonstrate 
a student rating of teachers' leniency/severity bias when compared with 
each other or with students in grades 6-8 and 9-12? 
Research Null Hvpothesis 2a: There will be no significant 
difference, based on grade-level category, in students' mean score ratings 
of teachers. 
In this study students rated teachers on either a three-point or 
five-point Likert scale, resulting in an additive score which constituted 
one component of the district's career ladder algorithm. Because career 
ladder placement in the Cave Creek District is based, in part, on 
students' ratings of teachers, a leniency or severity bias on the part of 
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some students could have an erroneous effect on career ladder placement 
and subsequent teacher salary. In order to test for possible leniency/ 
severity bias of young children in this study and, specifically, to 
determine if significant differences exist between mean ratings of 
teachers according to levels (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12), a one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was used. Table 15 describes means and standard 
deviations of each grade category's student ratings of teachers. 
The one-way ANOVA, conducted to examine differences between groups, 
found no significant difference in students' mean ratings of teachers. 
Table 16 reveals an F value of 2.69. The F probability was .0534. 
Therefore, at the .05 level of significance no differences were found in 
students' mean ratings of teachers when the four levels K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 
9-12 were compared. 
Table 15. Means and standard deviations of student ratings by level 
Number Standard 
Level of teachers Mean deviation 
K-2 14 56.27 4.20 
3-5 15 58.21 5.12 
6-8 14 53.14 8.07 
9 - 1 2  2 6  5 0 . 7 7  1 1 . 7 6  
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Table 16. One-way analysis of variance of student mean score ratings by 
level 
Sum of Mean F 
Source df squares squares ratio 
Between groups 3 607.25 202.42 2.69 
Within groups 65 4889.62 75.22 
Research Null Hypothesis 2b: There will be no significant 
difference, based on individual grade (K-8), in the total student mean 
score ratings of teachers. 
In order to determine if there were significant differences in 
students' ratings of teachers when two or more individual grades (K-8) are 
compared, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used. Table 17 
describes the means and standard deviations of each grade's student 
ratings of teachers. 
As indicated in Table 18, the analysis of variance produced an F 
ratio of 1.30 with an F probability of .2770, indicating that there were 
no significant differences among grades. In other words, when students' 
mean ratings of teachers are analyzed by grade (K-8), the students' 
ratings are not significantly affected by the grade in which the students 
are enrolled. 
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Table 17. Means and standard deviations of student ratings by grade 
Number Standard 
Level of teachers Mean deviation 
K 4 57,00 3.16 
1 5 58.00 4.95 
2 5 52.80 1.48 
3 5 59.80 3.70 
4 5 59.80 6.61 
5 5 55.80 4.21 
6 5 54.00 3.32 
7 4 55.00 7.53 
8 5 50.80 12.11 
Table 18. One-way analysis of variance of student mean score ratings by 
grade 
Sum of Mean F 
Source df squares squares ratio 
Between groups 8 378.42 47.30 1.30 
Within groups 34 1238.00 36.41 
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Research Question 3: Do K-2 and/or 3-5 students rate teachers 
significantly higher when ratings are compared to 6-8 and 9-12 students' 
ratings on questions measuring the same criteria? 
Research Null Hypothesis 3a: There will be no significant 
difference, by grade level category, in students' mean score ratings of 
teachers on 20 questions, each common to K-2 or 3-5 and at least one other 
grade-level category. 
In order to test for possible leniency/severity bias of young 
children, a one-way ANOVA was used. It tested whether K-2 and/or 3-5 
students rate teachers significantly higher than 6-8 and 9-12 students 
when ratings for 20 questionnaire items, each common to K-2 and/or 3-5 and 
to at least one other grade-level category, are compared. 
To determine whether there were significant differences depending on 
level category of K-2, 3-5, 6-8, or 9-12, a mean score by level was 
calculated for each questionnaire item, and a one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) was used to test for significant differences. Table 19 describes 
the means, standard deviations, and F ratio for each group's ratings on 
the 20 questionnaire items common across grade levels. When the ANOVA was 
used to test for significant differences in students' mean ratings of 
teachers in the four grade-level categories (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12), six 
significant differences were found. If an item appeared on instruments at 
only two levels, a statistical test was not required to determine where 
the differences occurred. However, when an item appeared on more than two 
questionnaires, the Scheffe multiple ranges method was used to identify 
which groups accounted for the differences. A summary of the differences 
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Table 19. Common questionnaire items, means, standard deviations, and 
F ratios by levels 
Questionnaire 
item 
Common 
levels Mean S.D. F ratio 
1. My school day is interesting. K-2 2 .58 .10 .947 
3-5 2 .42 .27 
2. My teacher makes our work 
interesting. 3-5 2 .65 .16 3 .182 
6-8 2 .43 .12 
9-12 2 .30 1.38 
3. My teacher gives us enough 
time to do our work. K-2 3 .15 .39 4 .867 
6-8 2 .57 .24 
4. Our discussions are about the 
lesson being studied. K-2 2 .83 .06 14 .730** 
3-5 3, .20 .11 
6-8 3, 11 .09 
5. My teacher gives us homework. K-2 3, ,18 .47 3, 070 
3-5 2, ,57 .38 
6. My teacher makes me follow 
the rules. K-2 3. 57 .167 25. 980** 
3-5 3. 67 .05 
6-8 3. 07 .10 
9-12 2. 78 1.33 
7. We often have to take a test 
in class. K-2 1. 97 .91 3. 503 
6-8 3. 00 .31 
8. I can get help from my teacher 
when I need it. K-2 3. 32 .27 279 
3-5 3. 40 .10 
9. My teacher is available to help 
me during class time and other 
times during the day. 3-5 2.95 .06 15.121 
9-12 2.70 1.35 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
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Table 19. Continued 
Questionnaire Common 
item levels Mean S.D. F ratio 
10. My teacher gives me new work 
when I am ready for it. K-2 2 .99 .46 .787 
3-5 2 .75 .11 
11. My teacher explains the lesson 
clearly. K-2 2 .51 .39 13 .474* 
3-5 3 .36 .08 
12. My teacher gives me interesting 
work if I finish my work before 
class is over. K-2 2 .48 .51 3 .075 
3-5 2.45 .20 
6-8 1 .89 .14 
13. My teacher gives our work back 
to us quickly. K-2 2, 11 .75 .351 
3-5 2, ,17 .11 
6-8 2. ,45 .22 
9-12 2. ,38 1.39 
14. My teacher tells us what new 
things we can learn in each 
lesson. K-2 3. 19 .29 3, 909 
3-5 2. 84 .20 
f 9-12 2. 43 1.37 
15, We go back over each lesson 
when we finish it. 3-5 2. 48 .12 1. 939 
6-8 2. 70 .17 
9-12 2.71 1 . 2 8  
16. I finish my work before class 
is over. 3-5 2.69 .27 20.219* 
6-8 1.92 .13 
17. My teacher tells me where I can 
find more information to help 
me learn about the lesson. K-2 2.89 .28 6.833 
9-12 2.04 1.54 
^Indicates items which discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
Table 19. Continued 
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Questionnaire Common 
item levels Mean S.D. F ratio 
18. My teacher will explain new 
things in a way that is easy 
to understand. 3-5 3 .15 .14 
6-8 2 .67 .11 
My teacher uses a variety of 
classroom activities and 
resources. 3-5 2, 84 .31 
6-8 2, ,57 ,12 
9-12 2. ,19 1, ,53 
My teacher is well prepared. 3-5 3. 41 10 
6-8 3. 18 14 
9-12 2. 60 1. 35 
21.810** 
2.992 
17.553* 
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between levels follows. The differences are further summarized in 
Table 20. 
Item 4 - "Our discussions are about the lesson being studied": 
(K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability = .0048 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 K-2 (2.83) and 6-8 (3,11) 
.01 K-2 (2.83) and 3-5 (3.20) 
Findings : K-2 students rated their teachers significantly lower . 
than 3-5 and 6-8 students rated their teachers. 
Item 6 - "Mv teacher makes me follow the rules": 
(K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 questionnaires). F probability •= .0008 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 K-2 (3.57) and 6-8 (3.07) 
.01 K-2 (3.57) and 9-12 (2.78) 
3-5 (3.67) and 9-12 (2.68) 
3-5 (3.67) and 6-8 (3.07) 
Findings : Both K-2 and 3-5 students rated their teachers 
significantly higher than 6-8 and 9-12 students rated their 
teachers. 
Item 11 - "Mv teacher explains the lesson clearly": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability = .0214 
Significant differences between means 
.05 K-2 (2.51) and 3-5 (3.36) 
Findings : K-2 students rated their teachers significantly lower 
than 3-5 students rated their teachers. 
Item 16 - "I finish mv work before class is over": 
(3-5 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0109 
Significant differences between means 
.05 3-5 (2.69) and 6-8 (1.92) 
Findings : 3-5 students rated their teachers significantly higher 
than 6-8 students rated their teachers. 
Item 18 - "Mv teacher will explain new things in a way that is easv 
to understand": 
(3-5 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0095 
Significant differences between means 
.01 3-5 (3.15) and 6-8 (2.67) 
Findings : 3-5 students rated their teachers significantly higher 
than 6-8 students rated their teachers. 
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Item 20 - "Mv teacher is well prepared": 
(3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 questionnaires). F probability = .0105 
Significant differences between means 
.05 3-5 (3.41) and 9-12 (2.60) 
Findings : 3-5 students rated their teachers significantly higher 
than 9-12 students rated their teachers. 
Table 20 summarizes students' mean ratings of teachers when 
comparisons were made ofK-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 students' responses to 
instrument items common to the K-2 or 3-5 instrument and at least one 
other instrument. The table indicates that for item 4 (Our discussions 
are about the lesson being studied), students' mean ratings of 3-5 and 6-8 
level teachers were significantly higher than students' mean ratings of 
K-2 teachers. For item 6 (My teacher makes me follow the rules), 
students' mean ratings of K-2 and 3-5 teachers were significantly higher 
than students' mean ratings of 6-8 and 9-12 level teachers. For item 11 
(My teacher explains the lesson clearly), students' mean ratings of 
teachers at the 3-5 level were significantly higher than students' mean 
ratings of teachers at the K-2 level. On item 16 (I finish my work before 
class is over) and on item 18 (My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand), students' mean ratings of 3-5 teachers were 
significantly higher than 6-8 students' mean ratings of teachers. 
Finally, on item 20 (My teacher is well prepared), 3-5 students' mean 
ratings of their teachers were significantly higher than 9-12 students' 
ratings of their teachers. 
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Table 20. Significant differences between students' mean ratings of 
teachers when scores on common questions are compared by 
level 
Item K-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 
4. Our discussions are about the 
lesson being studied. H 
6. My teacher makes me follow the 
rules. H H L L 
11. My teacher explains the lesson 
clearly. L H 
16. I finish my work before class 
is over. H L 
18. My teacher will explain new 
things in a way that is easy 
to understand. H L 
20. My teacher is well prepared. H L 
°L indicates, at the .05 level of significance or above, mean scores 
by level that are significantly lower than other mean scores by level. 
''H indicates, at the .05 level of significance or above, mean scores 
by level that are significantly higher than other mean scores by level. 
Research Null Hypothesis 3b: There will be no significant 
difference, by individual grade (K-8), in students' ratings of teachers on 
20 questions, each common to the K-2 or 3-5 questionnaire and at least one 
other questionnaire. 
In order to determine if there were significant differences, at each 
grade (K-8), for students' ratings of teachers on items common across 
levels, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used. A matrix data 
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Input was used to enter mean scores for each grade. Table 21 illustrates 
questionnaire items common across levels and associated F ratios resulting 
from the one-way analysis of variance. If individual grade mean scores 
differed significantly, the level of significance is indicated. Table 22 
lists the item number, the mean score rating, and the standard deviation 
for each grade's ratings of teachers. For each significant difference of 
mean scores between grades, a post hoc Scheffé multiple ranges test was 
conducted to determine where differences existed. 
Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that on 19 of 
20 questionnaire items, differences in students' mean ratings of teachers 
could be attributed to differences in individual grade classification. In 
fact, when mean scores were analyzed by individual grade classification 
(K-8) rather than by grade-level categories (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12), an 
additional 13 significant differences were detected. 
When analyzed by individual grade, the only item that showed no 
significant difference was item 9, "My teacher is available to help me , 
during class time and other times during the day." The F probability was 
.6533. On the remaining 19 items, the Scheffé multiple ranges test was 
used to determine which grades' mean ratings of teachers were 
significantly different. The Scheffé test indicated the following 
differences. 
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Table 21, Questionnaire items common to multiple grade levels 
No. 
Common 
to grades Questionnaire item F ratio 
1 K,1,2,3,4,5 
2 3,4,5,5,7,8 
3 K,1,2,5,7,8 
4 K,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 
5 K,1,2,3,4,5 
6 K,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 
7 K,1,2,6,7,8 
8 K,1,2,3,4,5 
9 3,4,5 
10 K,1,2,3,4,5 
11 K,1,2,3,4,5 
12 K,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 
13 K,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 
14 K,1,2,3,4,5 
My school day is interesting. 6.088** 
My teacher makes our work interesting. 5.91** 
My teacher gives us enough time to 
do our work. 19.801** 
Our discussions are about the lesson 
being studied. 51.085** 
My teacher gives us homework. 22.471** 
My teacher makes me follow the rules. 28.410** 
We often have to take a test in class. 69.624** 
I can get help from my teacher when 
I need it. 6.396** 
My teacher is available to help me 
during class time and other times 
during the day. .426 
My teacher gives me new work to do 
when I am ready for it. 7.051** 
My teacher explains the lesson 
clearly. 35.870** 
My teacher gives me interesting 
work if I finish my work before 
class is over. 19.390** 
My teacher gives our work back 
to us quickly. 23.131** 
My teacher tells us what new 
things we can learn in each lesson. 6.820** 
**Indicates items which discriminate at the .01 level of significance. 
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Table 21. Continued 
No. 
Common 
to grades Questionnaire item F-ratio 
15 3,4,5,6,7,8 
16 3,4,5,6,7,8 
17 K,l,2 
18 3,4,5,6,7,8 
19 3,4,5,6,7,8 
20 3,4,5,6,7,8 
We go back over each lesson when 
we finish it. 
I finish my work before class 
is over. 
My teacher tells me where I can 
find more information to help 
me learn about the lesson. 
My teacher will explain new 
things in a way that is easy 
to understand. 
My teacher uses a variety of 
classroom activities and 
resources. 
My teacher is well prepared. 
6.797** 
40.181** 
5.118** 
18.531** 
7.651** 
10.216** 
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Table 22. Means and standard deviations by individual grades for 
questions common across categories 
Grade 
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  
Item 1 
Mean 2.69 2.54 2.51 2,58 2.57 2.10 
S.D. 1.67 1.49 1.50 1.08 1.22 1.14 
Item 2 
Mean 2.70 2.78 2.48 2.57 2.39 2.34 
S.D. 1.08 1.21 1.17 1.33 1.38 1.43 
Item 3 
Mean 3.40 3.36 2.70 2.39 2.84 2.47 
S.D. 1.24 1.52 1.55 1.40 1.29 1.33 
Item 4 
Mean 2.87 2.86 2.77 3.09 3.30 3.22 3.07 3.21 2.08 
S.D. 1.51 1.35 1.46 1.03 1.04 .87 1.08 1.06 1.23 
Item 5 
Mean 3,68 3.13 2.74 2.20 2.57 2.95 
S.D, 1,03 1,31 1,44 1,07 1.20 1.03 
Item 6 
Mean 3,38 3,69 3.64 3.71 3.69 3.62 3.13 3.12 2.96 
S.D. 1.30 .95 .97 .78 .67 .73 1.09 1.14 1.14 
Item 7 
Mean .97 2.74 2.19 3.13 3.22 2.65 
S.D. 1.49 1.59 1.57 1.03 1.12 1.47 
Item 8 
Mean 3.48 3.46 3.01 3.44 3.48 3.29 
S.D. 1.21 1.08 1.30 .97 .82 .96 
Item 9 
Mean 3.01 2.94 2.90 
S.D. .97 1.09 1.16 
Item 10 
Mean 3.46 2.95 2.55 2.77 2.84 2.63 
S.D. 1.52 1.54 1.53 1.21 1.10 1,62 
90 
Table 22. Continued 
Grade 
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  
Item 11 
Mean 2.93 2.44 2.15 3.45 3.34 3.29 
S.D. 1.51 1.74 1.61 .79 .93 .98 
Item 12 
Mean 2.88 2.66 1.90 2.53 2.60 2.23 2.03 1.76 1.89 
S.D. 1.54 1.63 1.58 1.22 1.22 1.31 1.38 1.36 1.34 
Item 13 
Mean 2.79 2.24 1.30 2.04 2.26 2.20 2.53 2.62 2.21 
S.D. 1.67 1.47 1.49 1.64 1.22 1.09 1.25 1.25 1.39 
Item 14 
Mean 3.42 3.28 2.87 3.02 2.87 2.62 
S.D. 1.17 1.81 1.47 1.13 1.67 1.20 
Item 15 
Mean 2.36 2.60 2.47 2.85 2.73 2.51 
S.D. 1.14 1.27 1.18 1.23 1.31 1.39 
Item 16 
Mean 2.98 2.65 2.45 1.86 2.07 1,83 
S.D. .95 .96 1.04 1.29 1.31 1.25 
Item 17 
Mean 2.96 3.13 2.58 
S.D. 1.47 1.50 1.61 
Item 18 
Mean 3.17 3.28 3.00 2.77 2.68 2.55 
S.D. 1.08 1.02 1.14 1.25 1.30 1.33 
Item 19 
Mean 3.19 2.74 2.59 2.71 2.53 2.48 
S.D. 1.06 1.31 1.13 1.26 1.32 1.31 
Item 20 
Mean 3.32 3.52 3.40 3.18 3.31 3.04 
S.D. 1.25 .93 .98 1.05 1.01 1.22 
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Item 1 - "Mv school dav is Interesting": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 5 (2.10) with grade 2 (2.51), 3 (2.58) 
.01 Grade 5 (2.10) with K (2.69), grade 4 (2.57) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 2, 3 ratings are significantly higher than grade 5. 
.01 K, 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 5. 
Item 2 - "Mv teacher makes our work interesting": 
(3-5 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.01 Grade 4 (2.78) with grade 7 (2.39), 8 (2.34) 
Findings: 
.01 Grade 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 7, 8. 
Item 3 - "Mv teacher gives us enough time to do our work": 
(K-2 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 7 (2.84) with K (3.40), grade 1 (3.36) 
.01 Grade 6 (2.39), 8 (2.47) with K (3.40), grade 1 (3.36), 
7 (2.84) 
Grade 2 (2.70) with K (3.40), grade 1 (3.36) 
Findings : 
.05 K, 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 7. 
.01 K, 1, 7 ratings are significantly higher than grades 6 
and 8. 
.01 K, 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
Item 4 - "Our discussions are about the lesson being studied": 
(K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability -» .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 2 (2.77) with grade 5 (3.22) 
.01 Grade 2 (2.77) with grade 4 (3.30), 7 (3.21) 
.01 Grade 8 (2.08) with K (2.87), grade 1 (2.86), 2 (2.77), 
3 (3.09), 4 (3.30), 5 (3.22), 6 (3.07), 7 (3.21) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 2 ratings are significantly lower than grade 5. 
.01 Grade 2 ratings are significantly lower than grades 4, 7. 
.01 Grades K-7 ratings are significantly higher than grade 8. 
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Item 5 - "Mv teacher pives us homework": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 K (3.68) with grade 1 (3.13) 
.01 Grade 2 (2.74) with grade 3 (2.20) 
.01 Grade 3 (2.20), 4 (2.57) with K (3.68), grade 1 (3.13), 
5 (2.95) 
.01 K (3,68) with grade 2 (2.74), 5 (2.95) 
Findings : 
.05 K ratings are significantly higher than grade 1. 
.01 Grade 2 ratings are significantly higher than grade 3. 
K ratings are significantly higher than grades 2, 5. 
Item 6 - "Mv teacher makes me follow the rules": 
(K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability -> .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.01 Grade 6 (3.13), 7 (3.12), 8 (2.96) with grade 1 (3.69), 
2 (3.64), 3 (3.71), 4 (3.69), 5 (3.62) 
Findings : 
.01 Grade 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 ratings are significantly higher than 
grades 6, 7, 8. 
Item 7 - "We often have to take a test in class": 
(K-2 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 1 (2.74) with grade 2 (2.19) 
.05 Grade 1 (2.74) with grade 7 (3.22) 
.01 K (.97) with grade 1 (2.74), 2 (2.19), 6 (3.13), 7 (3.22), 
8 (2.65) 
.01 Grade 2 (2.19) with grade 6 (3.13), 7 (3.22), 8 (2.65) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
Grade 1 ratings are significantly lower than grade 7. 
.01 K ratings are significantly lower than grades 1, 2, 6, 7, 
8 .  
Grade 2 ratings are significantly lower than grades 6, 7, . 
8 .  
Item 8 - "I can get help from mv teacher when I need it": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 2 (3.01) with K (3.48), 1 (3.46), 3 (3.44) 
.01 Grade 2 (3.01) with grade 4 (3.48) 
Findings : 
.05 K, 1, 3 ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
.01 Grade 2 ratings are significantly lower than grade 4. 
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Item 10 - "Mv teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for 
It" : 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 K (3.46) with grade 3 (2.77), 4 (2.84) 
.01 K (3.46) with grade 2 (2.55), 5 (2.63) 
Findings : 
.05 K ratings are significantly higher than grades 3, 4. 
.01 K ratings are significantly higher than grades 2, 4. 
Item 11 - "Mv teacher explains the lesson clearly": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.01 Grade 1 (2.44), 2 (2.15) with K (2.93), 3 (3.45), 4 (3.34), 
5 (3.29) 
.01 Grade 2 (2.15) with K (2.93) 
Findings : 
.01 Grade 1, 2 ratings are significantly lower than K, 3, 4, 5. 
K ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
Item 12 - "Mv teacher gives me interesting work if I finish mv work 
before class is over": 
(K-2, 3-5, and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 2 (1.90) with grade 3 (2.53) 
.05 Grade 1 (2.66) with grade 6 (2.03) 
.05 K (2.88) with grade 5 (2.23) 
.01 Grade 7 (1.76) with K (2.88), grade 1 (2.66), 3 (2.53), 
4 (2.60), 5 (2.23) 
.01 Grade 8 (1.89) with K (2.88), grade 1 (2.66), 3 (2.53), 
4 (2.60) 
.01 Grade 2 (1.90) with K (2.88), grade 1 (2.66), 4 (2.60) 
.01 Grade 6 (2.03) with K (2.88), grade 4 (2.60) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 2 ratings are significantly lower than grade 3. 
Grade 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 6. 
K ratings are significantly higher than grade 5. 
.01 K, 1, 3, 4, 5 ratings are significantly higher than 
grade 7. 
K, 1, 3, 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 8. 
K, 1, 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
K, 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 6. 
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Item 13 - "Mv teacher gives our work back to us auicklv": 
(K-2, 3-5, 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 3 (2.04), 5 (2.20) with K (2.97), grade 7 (2.62) 
.05 Grade 8 (2.21) with K (2.97), grade 6 (2.53) 
.01 Grade 2 (1.30) with K (2.79), grade 1 (2.24), 3 (2.04), 
4 (2.26), 5 (2.20), 6 (2.53), 7 (2.62), 8 (2.21) 
Findings : 
.05 K, 7 ratings are significantly higher than grades 3, 5. 
K, 6 ratings are significantly higher than grade 8. 
.01 Grade 2 ratings significantly lower than grades K, 1, 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7, 8. 
Item 14 - "Mv teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each 
lesson": 
(K-2 and 3-5 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 K (3.42) with 4 (2.87) 
.01 5 (2.62) with K (3.42), grade 1 (3.28) 
Findings : 
.05 K ratings are significantly higher than grade 4. 
.01 K, 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 5. 
Item 15 - "We go back over each lesson when we finish it": 
(3-5 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 6 (2.85) with grade 3 (2.36) 
.01 Grade 6 (2.85) with grade 5 (2.47), 8 (2.51) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 3 ratings are significantly lower than grade 6. 
.01 Grade 5, 8 ratings are significantly lower than grade 6. 
Item 16 - "I finish mv work before class is over": 
(3-5 and 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.01 Grade 3 (2.98) with grade 5 (2.45), 6 (1.86), 7 (2.07), 
8 (1.83) 
.01 Grade 4 (2.65), 5 (2.45) with grade 6 (1.86), 7 (2.07), 
8 (1.83) 
Findings : 
.01 Grade 3 ratings are significantly higher than grades 5, 6, 
7, 8. 
Grade 4, 5 ratings are significantly higher than grade 6, 
7, 8. 
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Item 17 - "Mv teacher tells me where I can find more information to 
help me learn about the lesson": 
(K-2 questionnaire). F probability - .0064 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 1 (3.13) with grade 2 (2.58) 
Findings : 
.01 Grade 1 ratings are significantly higher than grade 2. 
Item 18 - "Mv teacher will explain new things in a wav that is easy 
to understand": 
(3-5, 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 7 (2.68) with grade 3 (3.17), 5 (3.0) 
.01 Grade 8 (2.55) with grade 3 (3.17), 4 (3.28), 5 (3.00) 
.01 Grade 4 (3.28) with grade 6 (2.77), 7 (2.68) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 3, 5 ratings are significantly higher than grade 7. 
.01 Grade 3,4, 5 ratings are significantly higher than grade 
8 .  
Grade 4 ratings are significantly higher than grades 6, 7. 
Item 19 - "Mv teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources": 
(3-5, 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.05 Grade 3 (3.19) with grade 6 (2.71) 
.01 Grade 3 (3.19) with grade 5 (2.59), 7 (2.53), 8 (2.48) 
Findings : 
.05 Grade 3 ratings are significantly higher than grade 6. 
.01 Grade 3 ratings are significantly higher than grades 5, 7, 
8 .  
Item 20 - "Mv teacher is well prepared": 
(3-5, 6-8 questionnaires). F probability - .0000 
Significant differences between means--Scheffé multiple ranges test 
.01 Grade 8 (3.04) with grade 4 (3.52), 5 (3.40), 7 (3.31) 
.01 Grade 4 (3.52) with grade 6 (3.18) 
Findings : 
.01 Grades 4,5, 6 ratings are significantly higher than grade 
8 .  
Grade 4 ratings are significantly higher than grade 6. 
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Table 23 displays instrument items common to more than one 
questionnaire and summarizes significant differences, by grade, in 
students' mean ratings of teachers. Item 1 (My school day is 
interesting): Grades K, 2, 3, and 4 rated their teachers significantly 
higher than fifth grade students rated their teachers. Item 2 (My teacher 
makes our work interesting): Grade 4 students rated their teachers 
significantly higher than grade 7 and 8 students rated their teachers. 
Item 3 (My teacher gives us enough time to do our work): Kindergarten and 
grade 1 students rated their teachers significantly higher than did grade 
7 students. Additionally, kindergarten, and grade 1 and 7 students rated 
their teachers significantly higher than grade 6 and 8 students rated 
their teachers. Finally, kindergarten and grade 1 students rated their 
teachers significantly higher than grade 2 students rated their teachers. 
Item 4 (Our discussions are about the lesson being studied): Grade 
4, 5, and 7 students showed significantly higher ratings for their 
teachers than did second grade students. Also on item 4, students in 
grades K-7 showed significantly higher ratings for their teachers than did 
students in grade 8. Item 5 (My teacher gives us homework): Kindergarten 
students rated their teachers significantly higher than first, second, and 
fifth grade students rated their teachers. Additionally, second grade 
mean ratings of teachers were significantly higher than third grade mean 
ratings. 
Item 6 (My teacher makes me follow the rules): Students' ratings of 
grades 1 through 6 teachers were significantly higher than were sixth 
through eighth grade students' ratings of teachers. Item 7 (We often have 
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Table 23. Significant differences between students' mean ratings of 
teachers when scores on common questions are compared by grade 
Grade 
Instrument item K12345678 
1. My school day is interesting. H H H L° 
2. My teacher makes our work 
interesting. H L L 
3. My teacher gives us enough 
time to do our work. H H L 
H H L H L 
H H L 
4. Our discussions are about 
the lesson being studied. L H H H 
H H H H H H H H L  
5. My teacher gives us homework. H L L L 
H L 
6. My teacher makes me follow 
the rules. HHHHHLLL 
7. We often have to take a 
test in class. H L 
L H 
L H H H H H 
L H H H 
8. I can get help from my 
teacher when I need it. H H L H H 
10. My teacher gives me new work 
to do when I am ready for it. H L L L 
11. My teacher explains the 
lesson clearly. H L L H H H 
indicates, at the .05 level of significance or above, mean scores 
by level that are significantly higher than other mean scores by level. 
''L indicates, at the .05 level of significance or above, mean scores 
by level that are significantly lower than other mean scores by level. 
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Table 23. Continued 
Grade 
Instrument item K12345678 
12. My teacher gives me interesting 
work if I finish my work before 
class is over. H H L H H 
H H H L 
H L 
H H H H L 
H H H H L 
13. My teacher gives our work back 
to us quickly. H L L H 
H H L 
H H L H H H H H H  
14. My teacher tells us what new 
things we can learn in each 
lesson. H H L L 
15. We go back over each lesson 
when we finish it. L L H L 
16. I finish ray work before 
class is over. H L L L L 
H H L L L 
17. My teacher tells me where I 
can find more information to 
help me learn about the lesson. H L 
18. My teacher will explain new 
things in a way that is easy 
to understand. H H H L L L 
19. My teacher uses a variety of 
classroom activities and 
resources. H L L L L 
20. My teacher is well prepared. H H H L 
H L 
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to take a test in class): First graders' ratings of teachers were 
significantly higher than second graders' ratings. Seventh graders' 
ratings were significantly higher than first grade ratings. First, 
second, sixth, seventh, and eighth grade ratings of teachers were 
significantly higher than were kindergartners' ratings. Additionally, 
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade ratings were significantly higher than 
second graders' ratings. 
Item 8 (I can get help from my teacher when I need it): 
Kindergarten, grade 1, grade 3, and grade 4 mean ratings of teachers were 
significantly higher than students' ratings at grade 2. Item 10 (My 
teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for it): Kindergartners 
rated their teachers significantly higher than did students in grades 2, 
3, and 4. 
Item 11 (My teacher explains the lesson clearly): Kindergartners and 
third, fourth, and fifth graders rated their teachers significantly higher 
than first and second graders rated their teachers. Item 12 (My teacher 
gives me interesting work if I finish my work before class is over): 
Kindergarten, first, third, and fourth grade ratings were significantly 
higher than second grade ratings. Kindergarten, first, and fourth grade 
ratings were significantly higher than sixth grade ratings. Kindergarten 
ratings were significantly higher than fifth grade ratings. Kindergarten, 
third, fourth, and fifth grade ratings were significantly higher than 
seventh graders' ratings. Finally, kindergarten-, first, third, and fourth 
graders' ratings were significantly higher than eighth graders' ratings of 
teachers. 
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Item 13 (My teacher gives our work back to us quickly): Ratings by 
kindergartners and seventh graders were significantly higher than third 
and fifth graders' ratings. Additionally, kindergarten and sixth grade 
ratings were significantly higher than were eighth grade ratings. 
Finally, when K-8 ratings were compared with second grade ratings, all 
other grade levels showed significantly higher mean scores than did grade 
2. Item 14 (My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each 
lesson): Ratings of kindergartners and first graders were significantly 
higher than ratings of fourth and fifth graders. Item 15 (We go back over 
each lesson when we finish it): Sixth grade mean ratings of teachers were 
significantly higher than third, fifth, and eighth grade ratings. 
Item 16 (I finish my work before class is over): Third grade mean 
ratings of teachers were significantly higher than fifth, sixth, seventh, 
and eighth grade ratings. Additionally, fourth and fifth grade students' 
ratings were significantly higher than sixth, seventh, and eighth grade 
ratings. Item 17 (My teacher tells me where I can find more information 
to help me learn about the lesson): First grade ratings were 
significantly higher than second grade ratings. Item 18 (My teacher will 
explain new things in a way that is easy to understand): Third, fourth, 
and fifth graders' rated their teachers significantly higher than did 
seventh and eighth grade students. Item 19 (My teacher uses a variety of 
classroom activities and resources): Students in third grade rated their 
teachers significantly higher than did grade 5, 6, 7, and 8 students. 
Item 20 (My teacher is well prepared): Fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 
teachers were rated significantly higher than were eighth grade teachers. 
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Additionally, fourth grade teachers were rated higher than were sixth 
grade teachers. 
To further assist in determining whether young students rate their 
teachers higher or lower than students in upper grades. Table 24 lists (by 
level) the number of significantly higher mean ratings from individual 
grades, K-5 when each grade was compared with the other primary grades 
(K-2), elementary grades (3-5), and middle grades (6-8). Table 25 lists 
the number of significantly higher mean ratings from individual grades 6-8 
when compared with primary grades (K-2), elementary grades (3-5), and 
other middle grades (6-8). For both tables, each grade's significantly 
higher ratings, at either the .05 or .01 level, were tabulated as one 
occurrence, i.e., data represent a distinct accounting of differences at 
each level of significance. 
Analysis of Table 24 data indicates that when the total number of 
significantly higher mean scores by grade are compared, kindergarten shows 
the highest occurrence--26. This figure can be compared with 16 
significantly higher ratings from first graders, six from second graders, 
18 from third graders, 19 from fourth graders, 11 from fifth graders, 
eight from sixth graders, eight from seventh graders, and three from 
eighth graders. The total number of significantly higher mean scores in 
grade 2, when compared with other grades, was six--the lowest occurrence 
among primary and elementary grades. 
When compared with other primary (K-2) grades' mean scores, 
kindergarten students rated their teachers significantly higher nine 
times, more times than did students from grades 1 and 2; first grade 
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Table 24. Number of significantly higher mean ratings from grades K-5 
when compared with other primary grades (K-2), elementary 
(3-5), and middle grades (6-8) 
Grade Grade 
categories K 1 2 Total 
Primary (K-2) 9 5 0 14 
Elementary (3-5) 9 1 2 12 
Middle (6-8) 8 10 4 22 
26 16 6 sa 48 
Grade Grade 
categories 3 4 5 Total 
Primary (K-2) 1 1 0 2 
Elementary (3-5) 3 1 0 4 
Middle (6-8) 14 11 11 
18 19 11 = 48 
Table 25. Number of significantly higher mean ratings from grades 6-8 
when compared with primary grades (K-2), elementary (3-5), 
and other middle grades (6-8) 
Grade 
categories 
Grade 
Total 
Primary (K-2) 3 5 3 11 
Elementary (3-5) 2 2 0 4 
Middle (6-8) _3 _1 _0 _4 
8 8 3 - 19 
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students rated their teachers highest five times, and second grade 
students never rated their teachers highest. Similarly, when compared 
with elementary grades (3-5), kindergarten students rated their teachers 
significantly higher more times (nine times) than did the other primary 
grade students--grade 1 (one time) and grade 2 (two times). Findings 
indicate that kindergarten students, then, rated their teachers higher 
than did students in any of the other primary or elementary grades. 
When compared by grade category, ratings by K-2 students were 
significantly higher than 6-8 ratings a total of 22 times. Grade 3-5 
students' ratings were significantly higher than 6-8 ratings a total of 42 
times. 
As also indicated in Tàble 24, primary grade students (K-2) had a 
total of 34 times (48 minus 14) that their ratings were significantly 
higher than ratings at other levels--3-5 or 6-8. Elementary grade 
students (3-5) had a total of 44 times (48 minus 4) that their ratings 
were significantly higher than ratings at other levels--K-2 or 6-8. In 
contrast, as shown in Table 25, middle students (6-8) rated teachers 
significantly higher a total of 15 times (19 minus 4); 11 were in 
comparison to primary students' ratings. 
Factor Analysis 
Research Question 4: If a factor analysis is performed on K-2 and 
3-5 data from discriminating questionnaire items, how many factors can be 
identified? 
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Research Null Hypothesis 4: When analyzing K-2 and 3-5 student 
feedback data, there will be no factors identified which can be used to 
represent relationships among discriminating items. 
In order to examine and describe relationships between discriminating 
items and School Improvement Model (SIM) specified criteria for measuring 
teacher performance (Productive Teaching Techniques; Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management; and Positive Interpersonal Relations), a factor 
analysis was performed on data from discriminating instrument items. The 
purpose of the factor analysis was to determine whether discriminating 
items tend to load more highly on the originally intended criteria 
identified by SIM and Judkins (1987) or whether they load on other 
factors. Additionally, in order to identify the number of clusters in 
which the items, as used by Cave Creek, would be grouped, a factor 
analysis was performed on both the K-2 and 3-5 instruments in their 
entirety. 
Table 26 displays performance area criteria of the Iowa State School 
Improvement Model Team (SIM), The items were intended to assess teacher 
performance for 20 criteria which were categorized into the three major 
performance areas: 1) Productive Teaching Techniques, 2) Organized, 
Structured Classroom Management, and 3) Positive Interpersonal Relations. 
No items selected for the Cave Creek student feedback questionnaires were 
from the Positive Interpersonal Relations area. 
Table 27 represents results of the K-2 factor analysis conducted in 
this study and shows a maximum likelihood of the correlations among the 
six K-2 discriminating instrument items from the regular-class 
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Table 26. SIM performance area criteria® 
Criterion 
number Criterion 
PRODUCTIVE TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
1 The teacher demonstrates effective planning skills. 
2 The teacher implements the lesson plan. 
3 The teacher motivates students. 
4 The teacher communicates effectively with students. 
5 The teacher provides students with specific evaluative 
feedback. 
6 The teacher prepares appropriate evaluation activities. 
7 The teacher displays a thorough knowledge of curriculum and 
subject matter. 
8 The teacher selects learning content congruent with the 
prescribed curriculum. 
9 The teacher provides opportunities for individual 
differences. 
10 The teacher ensures student time on task. 
11 The teacher sets high expectations for student achievement. 
ORGANIZED. STRUCTURED CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT 
12 The teacher plans for and makes effective use of time, 
materials, and resources. 
13 The teacher demonstrates evidence of personal organization. 
14 The teacher sets high standards for student behavior. 
15 The teacher organizes for effective instruction. 
POSITIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 
16 The teacher demonstrates effective interpersonal 
relationships with others. 
17 The teacher demonstrates awareness of the needs of 
students. 
18 The teacher promotes positive self-concept, 
19 The teacher demonstrates sensitivity in relating to 
students. 
20 The teacher promotes self-discipline and responsibilities. 
®From Clinical Manual for Teacher Performance and Evaluation. Manatt 
and Stow (1984). Iowa State University Research Foundation, Inc., Ames, 
Iowa. 
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Table 27. Maximum likelihood of factor analysis with varimax rotation, 
for the six discriminating 1990 K-2 questionnaire items 
Item 
number Factor item Loading 
Factor 1 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. .566 
19 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. .548 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. .454 
6 My teacher gives us homework. .411 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work, .381 
Factor 2 
We often have to take a test in class. .198 
questionnaire. The factor analysis identified two factors for these data. 
Items 17, 19, 13, 6, and 2 were found to load primarily on factor 1. Item 
9 was found to load on factor 2. 
Table 28 presents a maximum likelihood of the correlations among the 
12 discriminating items in the 3-5 regular-class questionnaire. The 
factor analysis identified two factors for these data. Items 12, 17, 7, 
18, 20, 1, 16, 15, and 2 were found to load primarily on factor 1. Item 
19 was found to load on factor 2. 
Table 29 presents a maximum likelihood of the correlations among the 
20 K-2 items when a factor analysis was performed on the instrument data 
in their entirety. The factor analysis identified six factors. The first 
three are most useful, however, as the items in factors 4 and 5 are single 
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Table 28. Maximum likelihood of factor analysis with varimax rotation, 
for the 12 discriminating 1990 3-5 questionnaire items 
Item 
number Factor item Loading 
Factor 1 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. .800 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand, .774 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do 
good work. .652 
18 My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the school day. .636 
20 My teacher is well prepared. .625 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. .612 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. .556 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. .541 
2 My school day is interesting. .457 
Factor 2 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. .572 
items, and the items in factor 6 loaded, also, on factor 1. Items 14, 20, 
17, 12, 19, 13, 2, "and 4 were found to primarily load on factor 1. Items 
7, 18, 11, 10, and 9 loaded highly on factor 2. Items 8, 3, and 15 
primarily loaded on factor 3. 
Table 30 presents a maximum likelihood of the correlations among the 
20 3-5 instrument items when a factor analysis was performed on the 
instrument data in their entirety. The factor analysis identified three 
factors. Items 12, 17, 7, 8, 18, 20, 1, 13, 15, 16, and 2 primarily 
108 
Table 29. Maximum likelihood of factor analysis with varimax rotation, 
for the 20 1990 K-2 questionnaire items 
Item 
number Factor item Loading 
Factor 1 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. .597 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. .568 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. .523 
12 I can get help from my teacher when I need it. .460 
19 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. .432 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. .365 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. .351 
4 Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied. .233 
Factor 2 
7 My teacher comes to class on time. .439 
18 My teacher has us learn hard lessons in 
small steps. .404 
11 I work in this class even if the teacher is 
not watching. .384 
10 My teacher cares if I waste time in class. .289 
9 We often have to take a test in class. .265 
Factor 3 
8 My teacher makes me follow the rules. .453 
3 I pay attention in class. .431 
15 My teacher is ready for class when it is 
time to begin. .355 
Factor 4 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. . 6 8 6  
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Table 29. Continued 
Item 
number Factor item Loading 
Factor 5 
1 My school day is interesting. .659 
Factor 6 
14 My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. -.091 
20 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. -.084 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I 
finish my work before class is over. .113 
12 I can get help from my teacher when I need it. .154 
19 Our teacher gives our work back to us quickly. .220 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. .156 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. .092 
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Table 30. Maximum likelihood of factor analysis with varimax rotation, 
for the 20 1990 3-5 questionnaire items 
Item 
number Factor item Loading 
Factor 1 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. .762 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. .740 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do 
good work. .639 
8 I can get help from ray teacher. .634 
18 My teacher Is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the school 
day. .618 
20 My teacher is well prepared. .618 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. .602 
13 My teacher knows me well. .560 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. .495 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we 
can learn in each lesson. .487 
2 My school day is interesting. .449 
Factor 2 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. .572 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. .559 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
ray assignment before class is over. .493 
9 I finish my work before class is over. .361 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. -.336 
Factor 3 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. .395 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. .392 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. .350 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. .345 
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loaded on factor 1. Items 6, 19, 14, 9, and 4 loaded highly on factor 2. 
Items 5, 3, 10, and 11 primarily loaded on factor 3. 
In the present study, the factors around which instrument items 
tended to cluster have been labeled. They are 1) Productive Teaching 
Techniques, 2) Organized, Structured Classroom Management, and 
3) Effective Time Management. 
Table 31 displays discriminating items from the K-2 instrument, along 
with the SIM criteria for measuring teacher performance, as identified by 
Judkins (1987). Also indicated are the labels, identified in the current 
study, around which instrument items clustered. Four discriminating 
items--17, 19, 6, and 2--were originally classified by Judkins as 
Productive Teaching Techniques and were identified in the current factor 
analysis as loading highly on factor 1 (Productive Teaching Techniques). 
Also loading on factor 1 was item 13, originally classified by Judkins as 
Organized, Structured Classroom Management. Consequently, item 13 was 
expected to be part of a separate cluster. Item 9, originally categorized 
by Judkins as Productive Teaching Techniques, did not cluster with the 
other Judkins-identified Productive Teaching criteria. Although it is a 
single item, it has been identified in this study as Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management. 
Table 32 displays the discriminating items from the 3-5 instrument, 
along with SIM criteria for measuring teacher performance, as identified 
by Judkins. Also indicated are the labels, identified in the current 
study, around which instrument items tended to cluster. Item 20, 
originally identified by Judkins as 0SC-C13 would have been expected to be 
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Table 31. Comparison of 1990 K-2 discriminating items by factor analysis 
clusters and Judkins' (1987) SIM performance areas 
Item SIM 
number Factor item criteria® 
Factor 1 
(Productive Teaching Techniques) 
17 My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. PT-C9 
19 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. PT-C5 
13 My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 0SC-C15 
6 My teacher gives us homework. PT-C2 
2 My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. PT-Cl 
Factor 2 
(Organized, Structured Classroom Management) 
9 We often have to take a test in class. PT-C6 
spT-Productive Teaching Techniques, OSC-Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management, Pl-Positive Interpersonal Relations. 
more highly associated with a separate cluster, but instead was correlated 
in factor 1 with items previously identified as Productive Teaching 
Techniques. The factor 2 item, number 19, was originally classified by 
Judkins as PT-Cl. This item would be expected to cluster with item 15, 
also originally classified by Judkins as PT-Cl, but item 15 was more 
closely correlated with the items in factor 1. In the current study, 
factor 1 has been identified as Productive Teaching Techniques. Factor 2 
has been identified as Organized, Structured Classroom Management. 
Table 33 displays all of the items from the K-2 instrument, along 
with the identified SIM criteria for measuring teacher performance. 
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Table 32. Comparison of 1990 3-5 discriminating items by factor analysis 
clusters and Judkins' (1987) SIM performance areas 
Item 
number Factor item 
SIM 
criteria® 
12 
17 
7 
18 
20 
1 
16 
15 
2 
Factor 1 
(Productive Teaching Techniques) 
My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 
My teacher makes me feel good when I do 
good work. 
My teacher is available to help me during 
class time and other times during the school 
day. 
My teacher is well prepared. 
My teacher makes our work interesting. 
My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 
My teacher has us work at the right pace. 
My school day is interesting. 
PT-C4 
PT-C4 
PT-C3 
PT-C9 
0SC-C13 
PT-C3 
PT-C2 
PT-Cl 
PT-C3 
19 
Factor 2 
(Organized, Structured Classroom Management) 
My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. PT-Cl 
*PT-Productive Teaching Techniques, OSC=Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management, Pl-Positive Interpersonal Relations. 
Also indicated are the labels, identified in the current study, around 
which instrument items clustered. Here, items 14 and 13, originally 
classified by Judkins as Organized, Structured Classroom Management, would 
have been expected to cluster into a separate factor, but instead were 
correlated with Judkins' Productive Teaching items in factor 1. Clustered 
in factor 2 are five Judkins' Productive Teaching items, three of which 
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Table 33. Comparison of 20 1990 K-2 instrument items by factor analysis 
clusters and Judkins' (1987) SIM performance areas 
Item 
number Factor item 
SIM 
criteria* 
14 
20 
17 
12 
19 
13 
2 
4 
Factor 1 
(Productive Teaching Techniques) . 
My teacher tells me where I can find more 
information to help me learn about the lesson. 
My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 
My teacher gives me interesting work if I 
finish my work before class is over. 
I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 
My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 
My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 
Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied. 
0SC-C12 
PT-C2 
PT-C9 
PT-C9 
PT-C5 
0SC-C15 
PT-Cl 
PT-Cl 
7 
18 
11 
10 
9 
Factor 2 
(Effective Time Management) 
My teacher comes to class on time. 
My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 
I work in this class even if the teacher is 
not watching. 
My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
We often have to take a test in class. 
PT-CIO 
PT-C7 
PT-ClO 
PT-ClO 
PT-C6 
8 
3 
15 
Factor 3 
(Organized, Structured Classroom Management) 
My teacher makes me follow the rules, Gave Greek 
I pay attention in class. PT-ClO 
My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. PT-Cl 
®PT-Productive Teaching Techniques, OSG-Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management, Pi-Positive Interpersonal Relations. 
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Table 33. Continued 
Item SIM 
number Factor item criteria® 
Factor 4 
16 I know what the teacher wants us to do. PT-C4 
Factor 5 
1 My school day is interesting. PT-C3 
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were originally categorized as PT-CIO. In the current study, factor 1 has 
been identified as Productive Teaching Techniques. Factor 2 has been 
identified as Effective Time Management. Factor 3 has been identified as 
Organized Structured Classroom Management. 
Table 34 displays all of the items from the 3-5 instrument, along 
with the SIM criteria for measuring teacher performance. Also indicated 
are the labels, identified in the current study, for the clusters of 
instrument items. The table indicates that Judkins' Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management criteria, specifically items 20, 9, and 11, are found 
in all three factors. The current study has identified factor 1 as 
Productive Teaching Techniques. Factor 2 has been identified as 
Organized, Structured Classroom Management, Factor 3 has been identified 
as Effective Time Management. 
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Table 34. Comparison of 20 1990 3-5 instrument items by factor analysis 
clusters and Judkins' (1987) SIM performance areas. 
Item 
number Factor item 
SIM 
criteria® 
Factor 1 
(Productive Teaching Techniques) 
12 My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
17 My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand, 
7 My teacher makes me feel good when I do 
good work. 
8 I can get help from my teacher. 
18 My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 
20 My teacher is well prepared. 
1 My teacher makes our work interesting. 
13 My teacher knows me well. 
15 My teacher has us work at the right pace. 
16 My teacher tells us what new things we can 
learn in each lesson. 
2 My school day is interesting. 
Factor 2 
(Organized, Structured Classroom Management) 
6 My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
19 My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. . 
14 My teacher has work for me to do if I finidh 
my assignment before class is over. 
9 I finish my work before class is over. 
4 My teacher gives us work to do at home. 
Factor 3 
(Effective Time Management) 
5 Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 
3 We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 
10 My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
11 My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 
PT-C4 
PT-C3 
PT-C3 
PT-C9 
PT-C9 
0SC-C13 
PT-C3 
PT-C9 
PT-Cl 
PT-C2 
PT-C3 
PT-C5 
PT-Cl 
PT-C9 
0SC-C12 
PT-C2 
PT-CIO 
PT-C2 
Cave Creek 
0SC-C15 
ûpT-Productive Teaching Techniques, OSC-Organized, Structured 
Classroom Management, Pl-Positive Interpersonal Relations. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In response to a national focus on the improvement of teacher 
performance and teacher evaluation, including the use of multiple raters 
of performance, some school districts across the country have begun 
involving young students (primary and elementary level) in the teacher 
evaluation process. In some cases, use of these students in the 
evaluation process has raised concerns over the question of whether 
primary and elementary students are capable of being valid, reliable, and 
discriminating judges of teacher performance. Specifically, concerns have 
been raised regarding whether primary and elementary students are more 
lenient in their ratings of teachers than are older students. 
As a consequence, the present research addresses the question of 
leniency bias in the Cave Creek, Arizona School District in order to 
determine if young students rate their teachers significantly higher or 
lower than older students. Additionally, core to this study was the 
identification of K-2 and 3-5 teacher evaluation instrument items which 
discriminate teacher performance. 
The purposes of this study were to determine 1) whether the K-2 and 
3-5 instrument items possessed discriminating power; 2) whether K-2 
students and/or 3-5 students demonstrated a student rating of teachers 
leniency/severity bias when compared with each other or with students in 
grades 6-8 and 9-12; 3) whether K-2 and/or 3-5 students rated teachers 
significantly higher or lower when ratings were compared to 6-8 and 9-12 
students' ratings that measure the same criteria; and 4) how many factors 
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a factor analysis conducted on the K-2 and 3-5 data would identify, and 
which instrument items would distribute under the same clusters as 
originally identified by Judkins (1987). 
Original work undertaken by Hidlebaugh (1973) and followed up by 
Judkins (1987) identified four pools of performance items capable of 
discriminating teacher behavior when used with student ratings of a 
voluntary sample of teachers. In order to determine item discrimination 
power, the present study replicated the Judkins study; however, this time 
the investigation utilized a total school population of students and 
teachers instead of volunteers. Three hundred thirty-nine primary 
students and 359 elementary students rated their teachers' instruction by 
completing 20-item Likert-type questionnaires. To test for possible 
leniency/severity bias of young children, these ratings were compared with 
383 middle school students' and 443 high school students' ratings. 
The question of bias was addressed in two ways. First, mean scores 
from primary and/or elementary students' ratings of teachers were compared 
to middle and high school students' ratings. Second, primary and/or 
elementary students' mean scores on instrument items common across levels 
were compared. Additionally, with a factor analysis, this study also 
determined how many factors were present in each of the instruments and 
determined whether the items primarily loaded on those factors originally 
identified by Judkins (1987). Data for item discrimination analyses were 
collected in a two-year study. Because the district's second year item 
discrimination data became available in time to include them in the 
current investigation and because the district's second year study 
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eliminated use of special-class questionnaires, district administrators 
were interested in determining which items would continue to discriminate 
when both special-class and regular-class students were combined into one 
population. Leniency/severity bias and factor analysis study, however, 
were from a one-year database. 
Summary 
Item discrimination analysis 
1. Six of the 20 items on the 1990 K-2 regular-class instrument 
discriminated significant differences in teacher performance. A 
comparison of the discriminating items revealed that all six dealt 
specifically with students' in-class or out-of-class work: 1) My teacher 
gives us enough time to do our work; 2) My teacher gives me new work to do 
when I am ready for it; 3) My teacher gives me interesting work to do if I 
finish my work before class is over; 4) We often have to take a test in 
class; 5) My teacher gives us homework; and 6) My teacher gives our work 
back to us quickly. Four of these items were ones which originally 
discriminated in the Judkins (1987) study. Two were items revised by the 
district. 
2. Twelve of 20 items on the 1990 3-5 regular-class instrument 
discriminated significant differences between teacher performance. All 12 
items also discriminated in 1991 and are listed in number 6 of this 
summary. 
3. None of the 20 items on the 1990 K-2 special-class instrument 
determined significant differences between teacher performance. Small 
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enrollments in some of the special-area classes, less than the 15 raters 
required by the Menne and Tolsma (1971) methodology, may have contributed 
to the inability of these instrument items to discriminate. 
4. Five of 20 items on the 1990 3-5 special-class questionnaire 
discriminated significant differences between teacher performance. Of 
these discriminating items, two sought feedback on relatively objective 
criteria, in lieu of asking for judgment on criteria requiring a more 
subjective opinion: 1) My teacher makes me follow the rules, and 2) My 
teacher stays in the classroom. Two other items which discriminated 
teacher performance dealt with making class work interesting: 1) My 
teacher makes our work interesting, and 2) We do the same thing every day 
in class. However, an item Appearing to measure a comparable attribute, 
"My school day is interesting," did not discriminate teacher performance. 
An additional discrepancy can be observed in students' ratings on two 
items dealing with teacher preparation. "My teacher is usually prepared 
for class" discriminated teacher performance, while "My teacher is well 
prepared" did not discriminate. 
5. Four of 20 items on the 1991 K-2 regular-class questionnaire 
discriminated significant differences between teacher performance. Each 
of the discriminating items asked for students' feedback regarding either 
in-class or out-of-class work. A comparison with K-2 1990 data reveals 
that the same four items discriminated teacher performance in the previous 
year's data analysis. The items are; 1) My teacher gives our work back 
to us quickly; 2) My teacher gives us homework; 3) We often have to take a 
test in class; and 4) My teacher gives me interesting work to do if I 
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finish my work before class is over. An item similar in intent to item 4, 
above, was "My teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for it." 
This item discriminated only in 1991. Of the items which discriminated in 
both years' analyses, three were discriminating items from the original 
Judkins (1987) study. One was based on an original Judkins' item but had 
been revised by the district. 
In 1991, special-class students' evaluations of teachers were 
integrated into the total data analysis. It was expected that the 
addition of these data would contribute to an increase in the variance of 
student responses and, therefore, to an increase in the number of items 
which discriminated. This expected increase did not occur. In fact, when 
the special-class evaluations were added to the sample, there was a 
decrease in the number of items which were discriminating. Perhaps the 
decrease in discriminating items can be attributed to the fact that 
different students were involved in rating during the second year or to 
the fact that the small numbers of students enrolled in special-area 
classes were not sufficient to cause increased discrimination power for 
the year two analysis. 
6. Nineteen of 20 items on the 1991 3-5 regular-class questionnaire 
discriminated significant differences between teacher performance. A 
comparison of 1990 and 1991 data reveals that a total of 12 items 
discriminated teacher performance in both 1990 and 1991: 1) My teacher 
makes our work interesting; 2) My school day is interesting; 3) My teacher 
gives us work to do at home; 4) My teacher gives our work back to us 
quickly; 5) My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work; 6) My 
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teacher explains the lesson clearly; 7) My teacher has us work at the 
right pace; 8) My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each 
lesson; 9) My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand; 10) My teacher is available to help me during class time and 
other times during the school day; 11) My teacher uses a variety of 
classroom activities and resources; 12) My teacher is well prepared. 
Eight of these items discriminated teacher performance in the original 
Judkins study. Three were Judkins' items, revised by the district. One 
was originated by the district, 
A comparison of 1990 and 1991 data reveals that in 1991 when both 
regular and special-class students used the same instrument to rate the 
performance of their teachers, a total of seven more items discriminated 
teacher performance. This increase was expected; increased numbers of 
student raters may have resulted in increased variance of observations 
and, therefore, in more discriminating items. Items which discriminated 
in 1991 but not in 1990: 1) We go back over each lesson when we finish 
it; 2) I can get help from my teacher; 3) I finish my work before class is 
over; 4) My teacher makes me follow the rules; 5) My teacher gives me new 
work without having to wait a long time for it; 6) My teacher knows me 
well; 7) My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my assignment before 
class is over. Three of these items discriminated teacher performance in 
the original Judkins (1987) study. Three were based on original Judkins' 
items but revised by the district. One was originated by the district. 
Two items on the instrument, similar in intent, dealt with the 
teacher being available for help. One item, "I can get help from my 
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teacher" discriminated in 1990 but did not discriminate in 1991 when 
special-class teachers were included in the sample. The other item, "My 
teacher is available to help me during class time and other times during 
the school day" discriminated in both years' analyses. The only item 
which failed to discriminate in either analysis was, "Our discussions are 
about the subject being studied." In both years' data analyses, "My 
teacher makes our work Interesting," discriminated at a higher level than 
"My school day is interesting." 
7. A Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for each 
set of discriminating items. These reliability coefficients indicated 
high internal consistency for each instrument, i.e., the instruments, 
based on an analysis of the discriminating items, were consistently 
measuring what they were intended to measure. The lowest of the 
coefficients, however, was for the 1991 K-2 instrument (.739). 
Leniency/severity bias 
To address the question of a possible leniency/severity bias on the 
part of young raters, mean score teacher performance ratings were compared 
according to the following classifications. 
Total scores (comparison by level): 
1. When total mean ratings from the 20-item instruments were 
compared according to grade level (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12), there were no 
significant differences in student ratings of teachers. In other words, 
K-2 students (when categorized by level) did not rate teachers higher than 
did students at the 3-5, 5-8, or 9-12 levels. Similarly, 3-5 students did 
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not rate teachers significantly higher or lower than did students in the 
other grade-level categories. 
Total scores (comparison by grade): 
2. In this study the structure of the secondary schools, and in 
particular the senior high school, enabled students from multiple grade 
levels to enroll in the same classes and, therefore, to have the same 
teacher during a given class period. As a consequence, only mean scores 
for grades K-8 were available for comparison by individual grade. In the 
comparisons of total mean ratings according to grade (K-8), there were no 
significant differences in student ratings of teachers. In other words, 
no mean scores from any of the individual grades K-5 were significantly 
higher or lower than mean score ratings from individual grades 6-8. 
Common questions (comparison by level): 
3. When students' mean ratings on questions common across levels 
were compared, 14 questionnaire items revealed no significant differences. 
Six of 20 items common across levels did, however, show significant 
differences in ratings on common questions when primary or elementary 
scores were compared with scores from other levels. Of the six questions 
which showed significant differences when comparisons were made, three 
appeared on the K-2 instrument. On two items, primary (K-2) students' 
ratings were significantly lower than were ratings from other levels. 
Specifically, on the item "Our discussions are about the lesson being 
studied," K-2 students rated their teachers lower than 3-5 and 6-8 
students rated their teachers. Additionally, on the item "My teacher 
explains the lesson clearly," K-2 students rated their teachers lower than 
did 3-5 students. On the remaining item, primary ratings were 
significantly higher than 6-8 and 9-12 ratings. This item was "My teacher 
makes me follow the rules." It is interesting to note that when K-2 
students rated their teachers, this item was not able to discriminate 
performances. While an effective evaluation instrument must demonstrate 
the ability to separate high teacher performance from that of average or 
low performance, the lack of an item's ability to discriminate between 
teachers does not necessarily mean that the item is not a good one. In 
this case, it is possible that a lack of discrimination power simply means 
that all of the K-2 teachers required their students to follow the rules, 
These data reveal, then, that when K-2 questionnaire items common 
across instruments were compared by level, only one out of 13 common items 
was rated significantly higher by primary students. That difference was 
in comparison to levels 6-8 and 9-12. These findings do not appear to 
indicate a teacher rating leniency or severity bias from primary students, 
as out of 13 items common to the K-2 instrument and at least one other 
instrument, the primary ratings were significantly higher only once. 
An analysis of elementary level data reveals that of the six 
questions which showed significant differences when comparisons were made 
by level, all six appeared on the 3-5 instrument. On four of those six 
items, 3-5 students' ratings were significantly higher than were ratings 
of students at one or both of the grade-level categories above. Those 
items were: 1) My teacher makes me follow the rules; 2) I finish my work 
before class is over; 3) My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand; and 4) My teacher is well prepared. 
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These data reveal that when 3-5 questionnaire items common across 
instruments were compared by level, four out of six questionnaire items 
common to the 3-5 instrument and to either of the upper grade levels were 
rated higher by 3-5 students. Again, these findings do not appear to 
indicate a leniency or severity bias from elementary students, as out of 
12 items common to the 3-5 instrument and either of the upper grade 
instruments, the elementary ratings were significantly higher only four 
times. 
Common questions (comparison by grade): 
4. Again, due to some high school students' enrollment in multiple 
grade-level courses, only mean scores from grades K-8 were analyzed. When 
students' mean ratings on questions common across levels were compared (by 
individual grades, K-8), only one questionnaire item revealed no 
significant differences. This item, "My teacher is available to help me 
during class times and other times during the day," was available for 
analysis at the 3, 4, and 5 grades only. 
Nineteen of the 20 items common across levels, however, did reveal 
significant differences when ratings at individual grades (K-5) were 
compared to other grades (6-8). In order to analyze the number of times 
students at each grade rated their teachers significantly higher than 
students at any of the other grades, a tabulation of each grade's 
significantly higher ratings was made. Those differences are described 
below. 
When students' mean ratings of teachers were compared by grade (K-8) 
to determine which students most often rated their teachers higher, the 
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greatest number of significantly high ratings occurred at kindergarten--a 
total of 26. Of the 13 items which were common to the kindergarten 
instrument and to other instruments, the only item which was not rated 
significantly higher by kindergarten students was "We often have to take a 
test in class." In contrast, the total number of significantly higher 
mean scores at second grade was the lowest among all primary grades--a 
total of only six. While mean score analysis by level indicated that 
there were no significant differences in ratings by category (K-2, 3-5, 
6-8, 9-12) and that there were also no differences when total mean scores 
were compared by grade, it is possible that low ratings in grade 2 
contributed to lowering the total mean score for the K-2 category. 
A comparison between primary (K-2) and middle school (6-8) ratings 
indicates a total of 22 times that K-2 students rated teachers 
significantly higher than 6-8 students rated teachers. In particular, 
instrument items contributing to higher ratings from K-2 students were: 
1) My teacher gives us enough time to do our work; 2) My teacher makes me 
follow the rules; and 3) My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
ray work before class is over. 
Analysis of elementary grade (3-5) ratings and middle grade (6-8) 
ratings indicates a total of 42 times that 3-5 students rated their 
teachers significantly higher than did 6-8 students. A comparison with 
the 22 times that primary students (K-2) rated teachers higher than middle 
school students rated teachers indicates, then, that elementary students 
gave their teachers approximately double the number of high ratings as did 
primary students. Such a finding does not support the occurrence of a 
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leniency bias at the primary level, when common questionnaire items are 
compared by grade. 
Still evident, however, when common questions are compared by grade, 
are the considerably greater number of high ratings from elementary 
students, i.e., the elementary students gave their teachers more high 
ratings than did students in any other level. While a comparison of 
common questions by grade indicates no bias on the part of primary 
students, it does indicate a potential for an elementary student leniency 
bias. In the 3-5 and 6-8 comparison, instrument items contributing to 
higher ratings from 3-5 students were; 1) I finish my work before class 
is over; 2) My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand; 3) My teacher makes me follow the rules; and 4) My teacher 
gives me interesting work to do if I finish ray work before class is over. 
The latter two items were also rated significantly higher by primary 
students (K-2), when primary ratings were compared with 6-8 ratings. 
A comparison of K-8 ratings on questionnaire items common across 
levels reveals a total of 34 times that primary students in individual 
grades K, 1, or 2 rated teachers significantly higher than did students in 
individual grades 3, 4, 5 or 6, 7, 8. Elementary students in individual 
grades 3, 4, or 5 rated their teachers significantly higher than K, 1, 2 
or 6, 7, 8a total of 44 times. Again, these findings do not support the 
existence of a leniency bias at the primary level. They do, however, 
indicate the potential for an elementary level leniency bias, when 
questionnaire items common across levels are compared. 
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A further analysis of middle school data indicates that grade 6, 7, 
or 8 students rated their teachers higher than K, 1, 2 or 3, 4, 5 students 
a total of 15 times. Grade 6, 7, 8 ratings were higher than primary 
ratings a total of 11 times. Grade 6, 7, 8 ratings were higher than 
elementary ratings a total of four times. Again, when middle school 
ratings are compared to the elementary and primary ratings, there are 
considerably fewer instances of high middle school compared to elementary 
ratings than there are high middle school compared to primary ratings. 
These findings, again, do not support the existence of a primary level 
leniency bias; they do, however, substantiate the possibility of an 
elementary bias when instrument items common across levels are compared by 
grade. The questionnaire item contributing most to higher ratings from 
6-8 students was "We often have to take a test in class." 
Factor analysis 
1. When a factor analysis was performed, the K-2 discriminating 
items from the 1990 K-2 questionnaire five items loaded primarily on 
factor 1 and one item loaded more highly on factor 2. Item 17 tended to 
load on both factors 1 and 2. 
2. When a factor analysis was run on the discriminating items from 
the 3-5 questionnaire, nine items primarily loaded on factor 1 and one 
item loaded more highly on factor 2. Items 1 and 2 tended to load on both 
factors 1 and 2. 
3. When a factor analysis was run on all 20 items from the K-2 
questionnaire, six factors were identified, but three factors were the 
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most useful. Four of the discriminating items continued to primarily load 
on factor 1 and item 9 continued to load on factor 2. 
4. When a factor analysis was run on all 20 items from the 3-5 
questionnaire, three factors were identified. The nine discriminating 
items previously associated with factor 1 continued to load more highly on 
factor 1 when all 20 items were analyzed. Item 19 continued to load 
primarily on factor 2. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are based on the analysis of data collected 
in this investigation. 
1. Six items were able to discriminate performance in the first year 
of the study. Only four K-2 items were able to discriminate teacher 
performance consistently over both years of the study. Analysis of 
discriminating items revealed that K-2 students were able to be 
discriminating judges of teacher performance on instrument items which 
asked for objective judgment of teacher behaviors, such as the assignment 
of work. To primary students, the assignment of work may be very 
understandable; thus, primary students may be able to rate it best. 
2. Twelve items discriminated teacher performance in the first year 
of the study. A total of 19 items, including all 12 from year one, 
discriminated performance in the second year of the study. Analysis 
revealed that 3-5 students were capable of being discriminating judges of 
teacher performance, especially in the second year of the study. While it 
is not possible to attribute the increase in item discrimination to 
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addition of the special-class population, it is, however, likely that the 
changes are a result of a larger number of teachers having been included 
in the sample population. 
3. The K-2 and 3-5 special-class instrument items were not able to 
discriminate differences in teacher performance. Small enrollments in 
some of the special-area classes may have contributed to the lack of 
discrimination power. 
4. When students' total mean score ratings were compared, primary 
(K-2) students and elementary (3-5) students, grouped by level or by 
grade, do not rate teachers significantly higher or lower than upper grade 
students rate their teachers. Therefore, when grouped by level or by 
grade, it does not appear that a leniency/severity bias exists in young 
students' total mean score ratings of teachers. 
In most instances, when common questions are compared by level, 
primary and elementary students do not rate their teachers higher or lower 
than upper grade students rate their teachers. It was only when scores on 
questions common across levels were analyzed according to grade (K-8) that 
elementary students' ratings appeared to be higher than were primary and 
middle school ratings. Additionally, on questionnaire items common across 
levels, kindergarten students appeared to rate their teachers higher more 
often than did students in any of the other grades. Support from this 
study, however, for a kindergarten or elementary leniency bias is limited, 
as three of four tests designed to address the potential of a young rater 
bias concluded that the level at which a teacher teaches makes no 
difference in students' ratings. One explanation for this discrepancy, 
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the occurrence of differences in scores on common questions by grade but 
no differences when other comparisons are made, might be that teachers at 
various grade levels perform differently on common evaluation items, but 
when the ratings are combined and additive scores compared there are no 
overall differences in performance profiles. 
5. Factor analysis can be used to identify item clusters, groupings, 
and relationships among sets of items. This study analyzed the total 
collection of 20 items and also analyzed discriminating items only; in 
both cases similar clusters were identified. However, the factor analysis 
did not differentiate performance criteria according to Judkins' (1987) 
original construct. 
Limitations 
Certain limitations, due to design, were imposed on this study. They 
were : 
1. All students and teachers were from a single Arizona school 
system. One hundred percent of the teachers in the district participated 
in the study. Approximately 50 percent of the teachers voluntarily 
participated in the district career ladder, of which student feedback to 
teachers was a part. There may be unique attributes of career ladder 
teachers, not controlled for in this study, which may be attributed to 
participation on the ladder. 
2. Because the student feedback questionnaires were used to collect 
data on all of the teachers in the study, the district stakeholders 
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committee had a significant influence on the composition of the 
questionnaires as well as on their administration. 
3. The performance level of the teachers was not assessed 
independent of the questionnaire results, i.e., the investigation focused 
on the instrument items and a comparison of students' ratings on the 
items. 
4. No attempt was made to determine whether students' academic 
performance level affected their ratings. Demographic data, such as 
student achievement scores, were not available. Therefore, the reader is 
cautioned that any reference to significant differences in students' 
ratings may not have been a result of student leniency or severity bias 
but instead the result of actual differences in performance capability 
between teachers. 
5. All teachers were rated by at least 15 students. Because minimum 
rater requirements as established by Menne and Tolsma (1971) were met, it 
is believed that the items identified as possessing discriminating power 
are representative of items which measure differences between teachers. 
However, the same items may not discriminate among teachers rated by fewer 
students. 
6. No items from Judkins' (1987) Performance Criterion Area 3 
(Positive Interpersonal Relations) were selected to be used on the Cave 
Creek student feedback questionnaires. Therefore, it was not possible to 
conduct a rigorous confirmatory factor analysis. Further, the small 
number of items which discriminated on the K-2 questionnaire may have 
affected the results of the factor analysis. 
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7. Elimination of the K-2 and 3-5 special-class questionnaires in 
1991 prevented the comparative analysis of two successive years of data. 
Elimination of these questionnaires in 1991 resulted in a combined sample 
of K-2 and 3-5 teachers, rather than separate samples of regular-class and 
special-class teachers. Although certainly a possible result of having 
combined groups, any comparisons in data analyses could be attributed only 
to the addition of new teachers, and not necessarily to the addition of 
special-class teachers. 
8. This study was conducted during implementation of a new district 
career ladder plan. It is possible that resulting internal and external 
pressures may have influenced the results. 
9. Comparison of level category (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) and individual 
grade (K-8) mean score ratings on items common across instruments was 
limited by the questionnaires on which each item appeared. 
Discussion 
Concerns raised over young students' tendencies to mark their 
teachers toward the high end of an evaluation rating scale (leniency bias) 
initiated this study which examined the potential for involving primary 
and elementary students in the teacher evaluation process. Student 
feedback on teacher instruction (K-12) was used in the Cave Creek, Arizona 
School District as one component of the district-wide teacher pay-for-
performance plan. The performance plan differentiated salary, in part, 
based upon students' ratings of teachers. This study examined whether 
primary and/or elementary teachers are given an unfair advantage in a 
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career ladder system which uses student evaluations as one of its 
components. This study also examined the discrimination power of K-2 and 
3-5 student evaluation of teacher instrument items and provides insight 
regarding rating form construction for use with young students. 
This study resulted in similar findings to the 1985 Driscol 
investigation which concluded that if care is taken in-rating form 
construction and use, even the reports of very young students contribute 
important evaluative information on teaching. Similarly, the present 
study concluded that even primary students (K-2) are capable of being 
discriminating judges of teacher performance when feedback items ask for 
judgment regarding work, i.e., teacher assigning interesting work, 
students receiving work back quickly, taking tests, and homework. In the 
present study, with the possible exception of kindergarten, students' 
ratings of teachers did not vary according to the grade level at which the 
teacher was assigned. In this study it was found that kindergartners 
tended to rate teachers higher than other grades, but only when 
questionnaire items common across levels were compared by grade. 
Most important for this investigation were the findings which 
concluded that when students' total mean ratings of teachers were compared 
by level, by individual grade, and in most instances when common questions 
were compared by level, there were no differences in ratings; primary 
and/or elementary students did not demonstrate a leniency or severity bias 
in their ratings of teachers. Thus, these findings support the 
involvement of young students in the teacher evaluation process. The lack 
of bias from young raters indicates that primary and/or elementary 
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teachers do not appear to be given an unfair advantage in a pay-for-
performance or a career ladder system which uses student evaluations as 
one of its components. 
It was only when items common across questionnaires were compared by 
grade that findings indicated higher ratings from kindergarten and 
elementary level students and, thus, raised the question of why 
kindergarten and 3-5 students' ratings of teachers were higher than 
students' ratings at the other grades. One possible explanation at either 
level (K or 3, 4, 5) may be that the differences in students' ratings were 
not a result of leniency bias but were, rather, indicative of better 
teachers in these grades. Another possible explanation for high 3, 4, and 
5 grade ratings results from an individual grade comparison of common 
questionnaire items. This comparison revealed fewer second grade and 
eighth grade significantly high ratings. It is possible that these grades 
employed a particularly poor teacher(s) and that students' low ratings of 
these individuals were responsible for lowering grade-level (K-2 or 6-8) 
mean scores. If such were the case, a larger number of significantly high 
primary and middle school ratings would have reduced the discrepancy 
between primary, elementary, and middle school ratings and, thus, reduced 
or eliminated indications of elementary level leniency bias. The 
occurrence of significantly high ratings was greater in kindergarten than 
it was in any of the other grades. 
Further, results of this study pose a question regarding the 
occurrence of significant differences on common questions compared by 
grade when no significant differences were revealed in comparisons of 
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total mean scores by level, by grade, or in most instances, when common 
questions were compared by level. More specifically, three of four tests 
designed to address the potential of young rater bias concluded that the 
level at which a teacher teaches makes no difference in students' ratings. 
A possible explanation for the findings (no differences in total score 
comparisons but significant differences in common question, individual 
grade comparisons) may be that teachers at varying grades performed 
differently on individual items common across instruments, but when total 
ratings were combined and additive scores compared, there were no overall 
differences in performance profiles. In regard to the question of 
potential bias of young raters, it is also possible that the significant 
individual grade differences in students' ratings may not have been the 
result of differential treatment according to the grade placement of the 
student (bias) but rather may have resulted from actual differences in 
teacher behaviors, which varied according to grade level assignment. 
Thus, findings of this study indicate that K-2 and 3-5 students can 
be discriminating judges of teacher performance and that students' ratings 
of teachers did not vary according to the grade level at which the teacher 
was assigned. These findings are consistent with assertions by Savage and 
McCord (1986) and Scriven (1990), that students of any age can provide a 
good perspective on teacher performance. Findings of this study also 
support those of Peterson, Driscol, and Stevens (1990), i.e., ratings by 
primary students discriminate among teaching performance, thus meeting the 
skepticism of many teachers that primary students rate all teachers high. 
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Finally, in order to describe existing relationships among questions, 
the data were examined to identify specific clusters of items. However, 
the factor analysis conducted did not differentiate all of the performance 
criteria according to Judkins' (1987) original construct. One possible 
explanation for this difference might be that some of the instrument items 
classified by Judkins did not appear on the teacher evaluation instruments 
in this study, i.e., no items were from Judkins' area of Positive 
Interpersonal Relations. Another possible explanation for the differences 
may be that some items in this t;fudy were created by the district 
stakeholders committee and, therefore, were not originally classified by 
Judkins. Additionally, a factor analysis was not conducted in the 
original Judkins study. Instead, Judkins used his knowledge of effective 
teaching research to rationally compare and classify items in order to 
identify groupings and relationships among sets of items. The factor 
analysis in this study indicates that the items did primarily load on 
identifiable clusters. The clusters have been labeled as 1) Productive 
Teaching Techniques, 2) Organized, Structured Classroom Management, and 
3) Effective Time Management. 
In both 1990 and 1991, a small number of instrument items 
discriminated K-2 teacher performance and a substantially larger number of 
items discriminated 3-5 teacher performance. Additionally, the K-2 and 
3-5 student feedback instruments demonstrated high reliability 
coefficients: K-2 1990 was .968; 3-5 1990 was .888; K-2 1991 was .739; 
and 3-5 1991 was .937. High reliability coefficients indicated that when 
discriminating items were analyzed, the student feedback instruments used 
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in this study measured the teacher performance criteria that they were 
intended to measure. Some may assert, however, that high reliability 
coefficients may simply be an indication that all questionnaire items 
measure the same generalized criteria--such as whether or not the students 
like their teacher--and that they do not serve as an indication that the 
instrument measures a set of intended criteria. The results of this 
study's factor analysis, however, counter this argument and indicate the 
tendency of the instrument items to fall into identifiable clusters, each 
of which measure a different set of teacher behaviors. 
Recommendations for Practice 
The results of this study offer suggestions to teachers, 
administrators, and superintendents. 
1. When selecting items for students' use in rating teacher 
performance, only those items shown to possess discriminating power should 
be selected. Because items on an evaluation instrument can actually 
direct the actions of those being evaluated, items selected should be 
those which reflect effective teaching practice and which match the 
district's philosophies, policies, and beliefs. 
2. In order for instrument items to accurately discriminate teacher 
performance, as well as to continue to ensure student readability, they 
should be used within the same grade levels for which this study 
determined them to- discriminate. 
3. Student ratings can and should be used in a total performance 
evaluation system to supplement additional forms of teacher assessment. 
141 
With appropriate attention to rating form construction and content, 
students of all ages can provide valuable feedback regarding the 
improvement of instruction. 
4. A minimum of 15 student evaluators should be used in rating each 
teacher. If fewer than 15 raters evaluate a teacher, the resulting data 
must be reanalyzed in order to determine whether the items continue to 
possess discriminating power. 
5. It is important that all aspects of teaching performance capable 
of being reliably rated by students be included in the feedback 
questionnaires. Therefore, on each questionnaire, items matching the 
criteria from Judkins' (1987) Positive Interpersonal Relations performance 
area should be substituted for some of the non-discriminating items. 
6. The directions and procedures developed for administering the 
questionnaires should be followed. They are intended to protect the 
integrity and accuracy of student ratings. 
7. District norms for students' mean score ratings of teachers 
should be established. Once a sufficient number of mean scores have been 
collected for each grade level, teachers' ratings may be compared. 
8. Teachers should not administer the student feedback 
questionnaires to their own classes, but rather the questionnaire should 
be administered by an aide or a peer. 
9. When using student feedback questionnaires at the primary (K-2) 
level, teachers, aides, or peers should read the questionnaires to 
students. 
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10. Scan sheets of all primary (K-2) and elementary (3-5) students 
should be checked to ensure accurate recording of data. With very young 
pupils, students should circle their answers.on the questionnaire form 
itself, and the data should later be transferred by a peer teacher or aide 
to electronic scan sheets. 
11. Based on the findings of this study, a list of recommended K-2 
and 3-5 student evaluation of teacher items is listed in Appendix G. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Continued research on students' feedback to teachers is necessary. 
While the difficulty of obtaining a human subject's release for each 
participating teacher is recognized, it is recommended that future 
research again be conducted with a total school population rather than 
with a select sample of volunteers. The results of this study suggest 
further research as described below. 
1. Additional research is needed in order to further validate the 
discrimination power of instrument items which separated teacher 
performance in only one year of the study, i.e., those items which 
discriminated teacher performance only in 1990 or only in 1991. 
2. This study examined the discrimination power of items common 
across instruments. In some cases, for example, an item did not appear on 
the 3-5 grade-level questionnaire, however, the same item did discriminate 
teacher performance at the level below (K-2) and perhaps also at one or 
more levels above (6-8 and/or 9-12). In such instances, further research 
is needed to test for item discrimination powers at the 3-5 level. 
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Similarly, for items which discriminated at the 3-5 level or above but 
were not included on the K-2 instrument, additional study could be done to 
test for item discrimination capabilities at the K-2 level. 
3. Further research is needed in order to determine if the 
instrument items identified in this study as being discriminating would 
also be discriminating when used in another school district. In doing 
further research, it is recommended that a non-volunteer population be 
used and that the size of the population be as large as possible. 
4. Correlations between other components of a total performance 
evaluation system--principal or peer evaluation scores, student 
achievement scores, or parental ratings, for example--should be compared 
with student ratings in order to determine a) whether student ratings are 
more or less of an influence in determining a teacher's career ladder 
algorithm score and subsequent placement on the career ladder than are 
principal, peer, or parental ratings; b) whether the degree of a student's 
academic success is a significant factor in determining the student's 
ratings of a teacher; and c) whether students' and parents' perceptions of 
teacher performance are similar. 
5. Additional student demographic data should be collected in order 
to determine whether the mean score ratings of teachers are unduly 
affected by the students' age, sex, academic achievement, or gender. 
6. Further study utilizing factor analysis should be conducted in 
order to examine similarities and differences with Judkins' (1987) teacher 
performance criteria areas. Such study could then result in the 
refinement of existing student feedback questionnaires. 
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7. Longitudinal study could be conducted to determine the extent of 
improvement of instructional skills/methodology in areas identified by 
students as needing improvement. Additionally, while it was not possible 
in this study to examine the effectiveness of post-feedback consultation, 
an examination of student feedback literature suggests the desirability of 
such research. Consequently, an investigation could be conducted to 
determine whether expert consultation with teachers following the 
collection of student feedback data is more or less effective in the 
Improvement of instructional skills/methodology than is feedback through 
self-analysis of data. 
8. Numerous university studies on student feedback have reported 
improved instruction resulting from the midterm or mid-course collection ' 
of student feedback, as opposed to waiting until the end of a semester or 
course, to collect student feedback. Midterm feedback, it has been found, 
enables the instructor to make course corrections and changes prior to the 
end of the term and enables students to experience the benefit of their 
feedback. Similarly, a study on the scheduling of K-12 student feedback 
could be done to determine whether there is a difference in the 
improvement of teachers' instructional skills, depending on whether 
student feedback data are collected at midterm or at the end of a 
semester/course. 
9. Principals' or supervisors' ratings could be compared with 
students' ratings, for the purpose of examining relationships between 
observations. 
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10. University-based researchers should team with school district 
personnel in order to improve and expand the use of student feedback 
instruments. Research questions such as the following could.be studied 
and, as a consequence, both practice and research would be addressed. 
a. Profiles could be made of teachers who receive the highest 
mean score ratings from students. Subjects could be observed 
and interviewed; anecdotal descriptions could be obtained 
from supervisors, peers, and students. Resulting information 
could be used to enhance staff development and teacher 
training programs. 
b. Once a district's student feedback ratings have been 
collected and analyzed, an aggregate profile of students' 
ratings could be developed. Such a profile would be useful 
to teachers and administrators, and could include a 
description of the minimum and maximum ratings given by 
students, as well as the overall mean score rating for each 
item. This profile would allow individual teachers the 
opportunity to determine their own standing in comparison to 
other teachers. 
c. Teachers who received high student ratings could be 
interviewed in order for them to describe and identify self-
perceptions of effective teaching behaviors which contributed 
to high student ratings. 
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Cave Creek 
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Post Office Box 426 
Cave Creek, Ariz. 85331 
Phone (602) 488-9816 
October 25,1990 
Dr. Richard P. Manatt, Director 
School Improvement Model 
Iowa State University 
2926 Monroe Dr. 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Dr. Manatt: 
This memorandum grants you permission to use Cave Creek School 
District student feedback data for conducting analysis of same for 
District purposes. 
You also are authorized to use such data, assign such data, and to 
have analyzed such data, for use in dissertations by appropriate 
candidates under your supervision. 
David C. Alexander, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 
DCA# 
Cactus Shadows High School — 488-2620. 
Middle School Division — 488-2373 
Black Mountain School — 488-9200 Cave Creek School — 488-3382 
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APPENDIX B. 
STUDENT FEEDBACK INSTRUMENTS 
Student Feedback to Teachers (Lower Elementary. K-2') 
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0. I like tiie color red. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
1. My school day is interesting. {No 0} {? O} {Yes O} 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
3. I pay attention in class. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
5. Our work is too hard for us. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
6. My teacher gives us homework. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
9. We often have to take a test in class. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
13. My teacher gives me new work to do when I am ready for it. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find more information to help me leam about the 
lesson. {No O) {? O) {Yes 0} 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. {No 0} {? O) {Yes 0} 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
17. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my work before class is over. 
{No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small steps. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
19. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
20. My teacher tells us what new tilings we can leam in each lesson.{No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
UPPER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (3-5) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 
Students are not to ask any questions during the sui-vey. 
3 
4 
5 
= Sometimes 
= Usually 
= Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
0. I like to eat ice cream. 0 G G G G 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. 0 G G G 0 
2. My school day is interesting. 0 G G G G 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 0 G 0 G G 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. G G G G 0 
5. Our discussions are about die subject being studied. 0 G G 0 G 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 0 G G G 0 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 0 G G G 0 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 0 G G G 0 
9. I finish my work before class is over. G G G G G 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. G 0 G G G 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without having to 
wait a long time for it. G G G G G 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 0 G G G G 
13. My teacher knows me well. G G 0 G G 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my assignment 
before class is over. G G G G G 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. G G G G O 
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1 2 3 4 5 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in each lesson, 0 0 0 0 0 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. 0 0 0 0 0 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
times during the school day. 0 0 0 0 0 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 0 0 0 0 0 
20. My teacher is well-prepared. 0 0 0 0 0 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
MIDDLE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (6-8) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 3 = Sometimes 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 4 = Usually 
Students are not to ask any questions during tlie survey. 5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 0 0 0 0 0 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 0 0 0 G 0 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 0 0 0 0 0 
4. My teacher is well-prepared for our class. 0 0 0 0 0 
5.  My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 0 0 0 0 0 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 0 0 0 0 G 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 0 0 0 0 G 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 0 o 0 0 G 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 0 0 0 0 G 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going to do 
and why we are going to do it. 0 0 0 0 G 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 0 0 0 0 G 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to understand. 0 0 0 0 G 
13. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. 0 0 0 0 G 
161 1 2 3 4 5 
14. My teacher knows more about the subject than other teachers I 
have had. 0 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an assignment 
before the class is over. 0 o o 0 0 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets for us to use. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 0 o 0 0 0 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o 0 0 0 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom acdvities and resources. 0 o 0 0 0 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 0 0 0 0 0 
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STUDENT FFRDHACK TO TEACHERS 
SENIOR I-UGH SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (9-12) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 3 = Sometimes 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 4 = Usually 
Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 0 0 0 0 G 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what has been 
taught. G 0 0 0 G 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 0 0 O 0 G 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have just studied. 0 0 0 G 0 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have already learned 
to learn new things. 0 0 O G G 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 0 0 O 0 G 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 0 0 O O 0 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 0 0 0 G G 
9. My teacher knows more about the subject than other teachers I 
have had. 0 0 0 G 0 
10. My homework helps me to learn the subject being taught. 0 0 0 G G 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for us to use. 0 0 0 G G 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom acdvities and resources. 0 0 0 G G 
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13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn about the 
subject we are studying. 0 0 o 0 0 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that will 
help us learn about tlie subject we are studying, when appropriate. 0 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher is well-organized. o 0 0 o 0 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activity in 
which we are involved. 0 0 0 0 0 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways and 
find new ways to solve problems. 0 o 0 0 o 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
times during the school day. 0 0 0 0 0 
20. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. 0 0 0 0 0 
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S ruuiïNT FFJÎDHACK '10 SPECIAL ARRA I'EACIIERS 
LOWER ELKIMILNTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (K-2) 
Because lower elemenUiry students may experience difficulty in reading their own directions, tlie 
adult proctor will read: 
Note to students: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep this 
form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements on your sheet are designed to find out more about your class and 
teacher. For each question or statement, fill in the circle after each statement that best describes this 
class or teacher. This is not a test. Do not put your name on this paper or answer sheet. Please 
answer all tiie statements. Carefully listen to directions for marking answers. Students are not to 
ask any questions during the survey. 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE "NO" CIRCLE 
if the statement does not describe your class or teacher at all. 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE "?" CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or teacher tlie way it is sometimes. 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE "YES" CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or teacher the way it is almost all of the time. 
NOW LET'S PRACTICE on the first item marked 0 (zero) at the top of your sheet. 
0. I like the color red. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
Notice that some of you may mark "yes" and sohie of you may mark "no", while others may 
mark "?" because each of you may have a different opinion about red. All of the questions you 
will answer today are your opinions and you may each answer differently for each question. 
Student Feedback to Teachers fLovver Elementnrv. K-21 
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0. I like the color red. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
1. My school day is interesting. (No 0} {? 0} (Yes 0} 
2. We do tiie same tiling every day in class. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
3. I pay attention in class, {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
5. Our work is too hard for us. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
6. My teacher is usually prepared for class. {No O) {? 0} {Yes 0} 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody, {No 0} {? 0} {Yes O} 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
13. My teacher tells me that I do good work. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find more information to help me learn about the 
lesson. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. {No O) {? 0} {Yes 0} 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small steps. {No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
19. My teacher will explain new tilings in a way that is easy to learn. 
(No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can leai'n in each Iesson.{No 0} {? 0} {Yes 0} 
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STUDENT FRI-DHACK TO SPECIAL AREA TEACHERS 
IJPI'ER ELEMCN TARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (3-5) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 
tliis paper. Please answer all the statements. 
Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
0. I like to eat ice cream. 0 0 G G 0 
1. My teacher makes our work uiteresting. 0 0 G G G 
2. My school day is interesting. 0 0 G G G 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 0 o G G G 
4. We do tlie same thing everyday in class. 0 0 G 0 0 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. 0 0 G 0 0 
6. My teacher is usually prepared for class. 0 0 G 0 0 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 0 G G 0 0 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 0 G 0 0 0 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 0 G G 0 0 
10. My teacher makes me follow tlie rules. 0 G G 0 0 
11. My teacher tells me that I do good work. 0 G G 0 0 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. G G O 0 0 
13. My teacher is easy to understand. 0 G G 0 0 
14. My teacher stays in our classroom. 0 G 0 0 0 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. o G G 0 0 
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16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each lesson. 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class time and otlier 
times during the school day. 
19. My teacher knows a lot about the lesson being tauglit. 
20. My teacher is well-prepared. 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO SPECIAL AREA TEACHERS 
MIDDLE KCIIOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (6-"BR 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 3 = Sometimes 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 4 = 
Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 5 = 
Usuall} 
Almost 
1
always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 0 0 G G G 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 0 0 G G G 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 0 0 G G 0 
4. My teacher is well-prepared for our class. 0 0 0 0 0 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 0 0 G 0 0 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 0 G G G G 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 0 0 G G G 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 0 0 G G G 
9. My teacher explains tlie rules for classroom behavior very clearly. 0 G G G G 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going to do 
and why we are going to do it. 0 G G G G 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 0 0 G G G 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way tliat is easy to understand. 0 G G G G 
13. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. 0 G G G G 
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1 2 3 4 5 
14. We do tlie same thing everyday in class. 0 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher is easy to understand when talking. 0 0 o 0 0 
16. My teacher's tests are fair. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 0 0 0 0 0 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 0 0 o 0 0 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 0 0 0 0 0 
20. My teacher expects me to do the best work I can. 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENDIX C. 
JUDKINS' POOL OF DISCRIMINATING ITEMS 
171 
Ranking of Item Discrimination Power of Discriminating Items 
for Level 1 - Lower Elementary f Grade s Kindergarten through Second') 
Item Discrimination 
number Item percent 
3. I pay attention in class. 45* 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 41* 
1. Our work is too hard for us. 26* 
27. My teacher does not care if we waste time in class. 25* 
28. I do not work in class if the teacher is not looking. 25* 
49. My teacher takes a lot of time before we start to work. 24* 
50. I know about the lesson for class. 21* 
11. My teacher is late coming to class. 20* 
4. We often get off the lesson in class. 18* 
22. We often have to take a test in class. 18* 
35. I have to wait a long time for the teacher to give 
me new work. 18* 
48. My teacher gives us time to rest before our class 
is over. 17* 
5. We do the same thing every day in class. 16* 
17. Our work is too easy for us. 16* 
32. I can never find my teacher when I need help. 16* 
53. When I finish ray work, ray teacher gives me more 
work that I like to do. 16* 
67. Before the school year started, did you think you 
would 1) like the class? 2) dislike the class? 
3) did not know about the class? 16* 
7. My teacher gives us work to do at home. . 15* 
41. My teacher tells me where I can find more things 
to help me learn about the lesson. 15* 
20. Our teacher often is not ready for class. 14* 
55. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 14* 
12. My teacher gives our work back to us fast. 13* 
23. When we have a test, it is not about the same things 
we had in class. 13* 
39. I finish my work before class is over. 13* 
44. We often talk about something different from the 
lesson. 13* 
*Indicates items that discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
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Ranking of Item Discrimination Power of Discriminating Items 
for Level 2 - Upper Elementary (Grades 3 through 6) 
Item Discrimination 
number Item percent 
7. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 29* 
56. My teacher has us work too fast. 23* 
39. I finish my work before class Is over. 21* 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 16* 
4. We often get off the lesson in class. 16* 
8. My teacher makes our work interesting. 16* 
48. My teacher gives us time to rest before our class 
is over. 16* 
51. My teacher knows me well. 15* 
53. If I finish my work before class is over, my 
teacher gives me interesting work. 14* 
63. My teacher explains the lessons clearly. 14* 
5. We do the same thing every day in class. 13* 
6. My teacher reviews each lesson when we finish it. 13* 
12. My teacher gives our work back to us fast. 13* 
21. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 13* 
31. I can get help from ray teacher. 13* 
46. My teacher leaves our classroom alone. 13* 
57. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 13* 
60. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
Is easy to understand. 13* 
^Indicates items that discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
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APPENDIX D. 
MEAN VARIANCE AND ITEM DISCRIMINATION VALUES 
OF INSTRUMENT ITEMS 
CAVE CREEK ELEMENTARY MENNE-T0L3MA REG* 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 465 SUBJECTS IN 19 GROUPS. 
1990 CAVE CREEK 8TUDBMT RATINGS Of mikntaats 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
SR 
S 
S 
SR 
S 
SR 
SR 
CC 
S 
SR 
SR 
SR 
SR 
S 
SR 
SR 
SR 
, S 
S 
SR 
'K-2 SCHOOL DAY INTERESTING» 429 
'K-2 TIME TO DO OUR WORK» 423 
'K-2 PAY ATTENTION IN CLASS' 422 
'K-2 DISCUSSIONS LESSONS STUDIED' 424 
'K-2 WORK TOO HARD' 426 
'K-2 GIVES HOMEWORK' 428 
'K-2 TEACHER COMES ON TIME' 427 
'K-2 MAKES FOLLOW RULES' 427 
'K-2 OFTEN TAKE TEST IN CLASS' 428 
'K-2 CARES IF WASTE TIME' 426 
'K-2 WORK IF TEACHER NOT WATCHING' 427 
'K-2 CAN GET HELP WHEN NEED IT' 425 
'K-2 GIVES NEW WORK WHEN I AM READY' 427 
'K-2 TELLS WHERE TO FIND INFORMATION' 426 
'K-2 TEACHER READY FOR CLASS' 428 
'K-2 KNOW WHAT TEACHER WANTS' 429 
'K-2 INTEREST WORK BEFORE CLASS OVER' 422 
'K-2 LEARN HARD LESSONS SMALL STEPS' 422 
'K-2 GIVES WORK BACK QUICKLY' 424 
'K-2 TELLS NEW THINGS TO LEARN' 424 
2. 27972 
2.52246 
2. 82938 
2. 40802 
1. 44836 
2.53972 
2. 61593 
2. 79391 
2. 01636 
2. 46714 
2. 56674 
2. 62353 
2. 43794 
2. 40610 
2. 72196 
2. 21445 
2. 16588 
2. 33649 
1.95755 
2. 55660 
O. 59309 
O 50481 
O.19364 
O.51984 
O.47738 
O. 50543 
O.41455 
0.28071 
O. 70768 
0. 65268 
O.56405 
O. 38533 
O. 55528 
O.61208 
0. 33625 
O. 67662 
O. 67391 
0. 64507 
0 68688 
0. 45434 
6% 
14% 
8% 
8% 
5% 
25% 
6% 
S% 
20% 
6% 
8% 
11% 
ia% 
6% 
11% 
17% 
-4 4> 
CRONBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 6 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 13% IS O. 968 
DESCRIPTIVE X an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = s = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
H = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAN = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, foic a 
given group. 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION = A question is considered to be most 
effective when it has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
CAVE CREEK SPECIAL MENNE-TOLSMA 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 339 SUBJECTS IN 4 GROUPS. 
1990 CAVE CREEK STUDENT RATIMGS OF TEACHERS 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VAR lANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 1 
1 SR 'F-2 MY SCHOOL DAY INTERESTING' 286 2. 25874 Û. 59739 1% 
2 S 'F-2 DO SAME THING EVERY DAY' 285 1. 56842 0. 56313 2% t 
3 S 'F-2 PAY ATTENTION IN CLASS' 281 2. 76868 0. 27034 3% 
4 SR 'F-2 DISCUSSIONS LESSONS STUDIED' 281 2. 32028 0. 54510 3% 
5 S 'F-2 WORK TOO HARD' 281 1. 53381 0. 52644 2% k 
6 SR 'F-2 TEACHER USUALLY PREPARED' 283 2. 53004 0. 52472 1% 
7 SR 'F-2 TEACHER COMES ON TIME' 285 2. 50877 0. 45343 1% 
8 CO 'F-2 MAKES FOLLOW RULES' 277 2. 70758 0. 40903 4% , 
9 S 'F-2 FAIR WITH EVERYBODY' 284 2.59155 0. 46697 4% -
10 •" SR 'F-2 CARES IF WASTE TIME' 280 2. 44643 0. 63284 2% 
11 SR 'F-2 WOI^  IF TEACHER NOT WATCHING' 281 2.45196 0. 65339 
12 SR 'F-2 CAN GET HELP WHEN NEED IT' 275 2. 52000 0. 46051 4% 1—• 
13 CC 'F-2 TELLS ME I DO GOOD WORK' 271 2. 53137 0. 41876 C% 
... 
14 S ' F-2 TELLS WHERE TO FIND INFORMATION' 281 2. 20996 0. 6B545 j'l I 
15 SR 'F-2 TEACHER READY FOR CLASS' 234 2. 53099 0. 44062 2% -
16 SR •F-2 KNOW WHAT TEACHER WANTS' 282 2 14394 0. 69413 1% 
17 CC 'F-2 TEACHER EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 283 2 47350 0. 51785 9% t 
13 S 'F-2 LEARN HARD LESSONS SMALL STEPS' 281 2 16370 0. 69913 2% 
1? s 'F-2 EXPLAIN WAYS EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 285 2 55088 0. 50706 
20 s 'F-2 TELLS NEW THINGS TO LEARN' 235 2. 53947 0. 40343 2% I 
ZRONEACr! ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 0 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 13% IS Û. 000 
DESCRIPTIVE = an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = S = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating Item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
M = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAN = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIAN(ZE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, for a 
given group. 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION = a question is considered to be most 
effective when it has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
MENN--TÛLSMA (R) EM ELEMENTARY 
1990 CAVE CREEK STUDENT RATINGS OP TEACHERS 
A N A L Y = î =  HASt^ D ON e05 SUBUFCTS TM 36 CROUPS 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 S '3-5 MAKES WORK INTERESTING' 798 3.68546 1. 40357 23% 
2 SR '3-5 SCHOOL DAY INTERESTING' 799 3. 40676 1.46784 19% 
3 SR • '3-5 GO OVER EACH LESSON FINISHED' 798 3.47995 1.54784 10% 
4 S '3-5 GIVES WORK TO DO AT HOME' 798 3.61153 1. 43556 30% 
5 SR '3-5 DISCUSS ABOUT SUBJECT STUDIED' 791 4.20607 1.04603 11% 
S '3-5 GIVES WORK BACK QUICKLY» 799 3 29699 1 46443 ?0% 
7 S '3-5 MAKES FEEL GOOD / GOOD WORK' 797 4.05646 1. 44098 16% 
8 s '3-5 CAN GET HELP FROM TEACHER' 798 4.36341 0. 90302 Î 1% 
9 s '3-5 FINISH WORK BEFORE CLASS OVER' 798 3.66541 1 00730 13% 
10 cc '3-5 MAKES FOLLOW RULES' 799 4. 65707 0.52021 7% 
11 SR '3-5 NEW WORK WITHOUT WAITING' 799 3.75970 1. 32899 10% 
I P  S '3-5 EXPLAINS LESSON CLEARLY' 799 4 33166 0. 90502 1 e% 
13 s '3-5 TEACHER KNOWS ME WELL' 796 4.32915 1. 12031 11%  ^
14 SR '3-5 WORK TO DO FINISHED BEFORE OVER' 799 3.49186 1 66921 
15 SR '3-5 WORK AT THE RIGHT PACE' 793 4.C325S 1 40746 14% 
16 S '3-5 TELLS NEW THINGS LEARN IN LESSON' 796 3.79397 1. 44499 14% 
17 s '3-5 EXPLAIN WAY EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 799 4.14268 1. 17864 17% 
18 cc '3-5 TEACHER AVAILABLE TO HELP' 796 3.90327 1. 29343 13*; 
19 s '3-5 VARIETY ACTIVITIES RESOURCES' 3.61254 1. 45723 
20 SR '3-5 TEACHER WELL PREPARED' 4. •S424S C 99764 
CRONBA Cn A;_PHA RE LIABILITY BASED ON 12 ITEMS WITH DiSCP IKIW.AT ION :••= 13% IS 0. 889 
DESCRIPTIVE = an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = S = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
H = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAH = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, for a 
given group. 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION = A question is considered to be most 
effective when It has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13* equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
SPECIAL B. M. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MENNE-TOLSMA 
1990 CAVK CRKBK STUDENT RATINGS OF TBACHEBS 
AMAI VA T A BASFn ON 414 Riin.iprTi? T'o A APiiupq 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 S 'F-5 MAKES WORK INTERESTING' 407 3. 76413 1 92471 13% 
2 SR 'F-5 SCHOOL DAY INTERESTING' 407 3. 59214 1. 65183 12% 
n SR 'F-5 GO OVER EACH LESSON FINISHED' 407 3 09845 P 4P4A1 10% 
4 S 'F-5 DO SAME THING EVERY DAY' 407 2. 49877 2. 20577 16% 
5 SR 'F-5 DISCUSS ABOUT SUBJECT STUDIED' 406 3. 95813 1. 67559 9% 
A SR 'F-5 TEACHER USUALLY PREPARED' 407 4 12039 1 49656 17% 
7 S 'F-5 MAKES FEEL GOOD / GOOD WORK' 407 3. 68059 2. 07488 6% 
8 S 'F-5 CAN GET HELP FROM TEACHER' 407 3. 79115 1. 59029 6% 
9 S 'F-5 TEACHER FAIR WITH EVERYBODY' 405 3. 97284 1 59679 6% 
10 cc 'F-5 MAKES FOLLOW RULES' 407 4. 36855 1. 24009 15% 
11 cc 'F-5 TELLS ME I DO GOOD WORK' 406 3. 55665 1. 87241 7% 
12 S 'F-5 EXPLAINS LESSON CLEARLY' 406 4. 00985 I. 47774 9% 
13 cc 'F-5 TEACHER EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 404 3. 64653 1. 62496 12% 
14 SR 'F-5 TEACHER STAYS IN CLASSROOM' 406 4. 05172 1. 63033 13% 
15 SR 'F-5 WORK AT THE RIGHT PACE' 407 3. 82801 1 79843 3% 
16 S 'F-5 TELLS NEW THINGS LEARN IN LESSON' 406 3. 57882 1. 95807 3% 
17 S 'F-5 EXPLAIN WAY EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 407 3. 88452 1. 52721 10% 
IR CC 'F-5 TEACHER AVAILABLE TO HELP' 406 3 56153 1 67478 5% 
1? SR 'F-5 TEACHER KNOW ABOUT LESSON TAUGHT' 40;. 4 42365 1 14565 
SR 'F-5 TEACHER WELL PREPARED' 397 4 21159 1. 42123 9% 
CRONDACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 5 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 13% 13 0. 70i 
DESCRIPTIVE = an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = S = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
H = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAN = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores ace, from the mean, for a 
given group. 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION = a question is considered to be most 
effective when It has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
MENNE-TOLSMA <R) DA. MIDDLE SCHOOL 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 1626 SUBJECTS IN 78 GROUPS. 
1990 CAVR rPROT 8TUDBBT RATINGS ng Tgfcmgpg 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 S '6-8 MAKES CLASS WORK INTERESTING' 1623 3.43993 1. 91367 21% 
2 S '6-8 TEACHER FAIR WITH ALL' 1625 3. 71631 1 70844 29% 
3 SR '6-8 TEACHER MAINTAINS DISCIPLINE' 1622 4. 07152 1 25382 19% 
4 S '6-8 TEACHER WELL-PREPARED» 1622 4. 17201 1. 22627 23% 
5 SR '6-8 GIVES ASSIGNMENTS RELATED SUBJ' 1620 4. 29136 1. 26943 28% 
6 SR '6-8 DISCUSS/SUMMARIZE LESSON' 1620 3. 69877 1 73025 26% 
7 SR '6-8 DISCUSSIONS ON TOPIC OF LESSON' 1623 4. 02403 1. 29887 26% 
8 CC '6-8 LIKES WHEN WE ASK QUESTIONS' 1607 3. 75233 1. 43337 18% 
9 SR '6-8 MORE TIME TO WORK THAN NEED' 1615 2. 92384 1 65426 16% 1 
10 CC '6-8 EXPLAINS LESSON AND WHY DO IT' 1620 3.58642 1. 68080 19% t—• 
11 SR '6-8 ASK QUESTIONS/UNDERSTAND TAUGHT' 1621 3.90253 1. 53276 23% 00 
12 S '6-8 EXPLAINS IDEAS EASY UNDERSTAND* 1618 3. 67182 1. 67413 27% 
13 s '6-8 LOOKS AT WORK SEE WE UNDERSTAND' 1621 3. 58112 1 77087 19% i 
14 S '6-8 KNOWS MORE THAN OTHER TEACHERS' 1610 3.63727 1 69824 25% 
15 SR '6-8 WORK TO DO IF FINISH CLASS OVER' 1619 2. 90488 1 86371 15% 
16 S '6-8 MAKES MATERIALS/WORKSHEETS USE» 1618 3. 64400 1 64706 21% 
17 s '6-8 GIVES TESTS AND QUIZES' 1617 3. 98949 1 56884 36% 
18 S '6-8 RETURNS TESTS/ASSIGNMENTS QUICK' 1618 3 -14932 1 72704 24% 
19 S '6-8 VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES/RESOURCES' 1616 2.53106 69021 
20 s '6-8 ENOUGH TIME TO DO OUR WORK' 1353 3. 55744 1 82737 19% 
CRON3ACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 20 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION 
DBSCRIPTIVB - an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = S = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from thé original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
H = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAN = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, for a 
given group. 
>= 13% IS 0. 935 
DISCRIMINATION = x question is considered to be most 
effective when it has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
DESERT ARROW MIDDLE -SPECIAL- MENNE-TOLSMA 
1990 CXVS CREEK STUDENT RATINGS OP TEACHERS 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 517 SUBJECTS IN 21 GROUPS. 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 S 'F-8 TEACHER MAXES INTERESTING' 516 3.22868 2.02910 26% 
2 S »F-a TEACHER FAIR WITH ALL' 517 3. 30948 1. 94673 16% 
3 SR 'F-8 TEACHER MAINTAINS DISCIPLINE' 517 3. 56673 1. 85870 13% 
4 S »F-a TEACHER WELL-PREPARED' 514 3. 75875 1.80172 21% 
5 SR 'F-8 GIVES ASSIGNMENTS RELATED SUBJ' 512 3. 43945 2.54712 11% 
6 SR 'F-8 DISCUSS/SUMMARIZE LESSON' 515 3.23301 2. 10493 19% 
7 SR 'F-8 DISCUSSIONS ON TOPIC OF LESSON' 509 3.53438 1.96984 22% 
8 CC 'F-8 LIKES WHEN WE ASK QUESTIONS' 511 3. 34834 1.80430 18% 
9 CO 'F-8 EXPLAINS RULES FOR BEHAVIOR' 512 3.46289 2.01034 20% 
10 CC 'F-8 EXPLAINS LESSON AND WHY DO IT' 514 3.50584 1.98927 21% 
11 SR 'F-8 ASK QUESTIONS/UNDERSTAND TAUGHT' 517 3. 37718 2.07244 17% 
12 
- S 'F-8 EXPLAINS IDEAS EASY UNDERSTAND» 513 3. 33138 1.91358 18% 
13 s 'F-8 LOOKS AT WORK SEE WE UNDERSTAND' 512 3. 25000 2.27734 13% 
14 S 'F-8 DO SAME THING IN CLASS EVERY DAY' 514 3. 1400S 2.14360 S% "vj 
15 CC 'F-8 TEACHER EASY TO UNDERSTAND' 515 3.36505 2.04150 19% VÛ 
16 CC 'F-8 TESTS ARE FAIR' 516 3. 40891 2.13705 24% 
17 SR 'F-8 GIVES TESTS AND QUIZES' 516 3.46899 1.87695 11% 
18 S 'F-8 RETURNS TESTS/ASSIGNMENTS QUICK' 516 3.21705 2. 06529 11% 
19 SR 'F-8 VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES/RESOURCES' 514 3. 50778 1.99702 23% 
ZC SR 'F-8 EXPECTS BEST WORK I CAN' 503 3-78728 2. 19928 21% 
CRQNBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 16 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION :== 13% IS 0. 950 
DESCRIPTIVE = an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = S = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
H = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEMI = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, for a 
given group. 
ITSM DISCRIMINATION = A question is considered to be most 
effective when it has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value of 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level o£ 
significance. 
MENNt-TûLSMA C. S. HIGH SCHOOL • - - - - - - - „ 
1990 CAVE CREEK STUDENT BATIMGa OF TKaCHHIS t 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 2551 SUBJECTS IN 139 GROUPS, = 
ITEM CODE DESCRIPTIVE - N MEAN VARIANCE ITEM DISCR IMINATIOM . i 
1 S '9-12 MAKES CLASS WORK INTERESTING' 2496 3. 30329 1. 91563 41% 
2 _ S '9-12 ASK QUESTIONS UNDERSTAND TAUGHT' £497 3.71005 1. 64280 33% i 
3 SR '9-12 ASSIGNMENTS RELATED TO SUBJECT' 2473 4. 01051 1. 61574 37% 
4 SR '9-12 DISCUSS/SUMMARIZE EACH LESSON' 2490 3.70602 1. 64290 31% ^ _ 
5 S '9-12 TELLS WHAT LEARNED TO LEARN NEW' 2489 3. 42909 1. 87695 31% '1 
a SR '9-12 TEACHER MAINTAINS DISCIPLINE' 2495 3. 78277 1. 77325 40% 
7 SR '9-12 RETURNS TEST/ASSIGNMENTS QUICKLY' 2482 3.37631 1.93736 32% X 
8 SR '9-12 GIVES FEEDBACK ABOUT PERFORMANCE' 2487 3.47165 1.76106 257. I 
9 S '9-12 KNOWS MORE THAN OTHER TEACHERS' 2485 3.78551 1. 78941 33% 
10 ~ • 
• S '9-12 HOMEWORK HELPS ME LEARN' 2456 3.59731 1. 88141 31% 
11 SR '9-12 MAKE© MATERIALS/WORKSHEETS' 2470 3. 61012 1.86297 36% 
12 SR '9-12 USE VARIETY ACTIVITIES/RESOURCES' 2452 3. 42863 1.90478 56% 
13 SR '9-12 FILMS/VIDEOTAPES HELP US LEARN' 2405 3.19293 2. 36527 36% 1—* 
14 SR '9-12 TELLS LIBRARY/MEDIA MATERIALS' 2436 3.03777 2. 36311 3S% C O  o ( 15 S '9-12 TEACHER WELL ORGANIZED' 2481 3 60419 1. 83608 37% 
16 cc '9-12 TEACHER LIKES WHEN ASK QUESTIONS' 2482 3. 72280 1.75153 34% 
17 SR '9-12 DIFFERENT GROUPS DEPEND ACTIVITY' 2468 3. 32455 2. 14304 35% ( 
18 S '9-12 LOOK PROBLEMS/NEW WAYS TO SOLVE' 2462 3.33712 1.99195 33% 19 cc '9-12 AVAILABLE CLASS/OTHER TIMES' 2472 2.70024 1. 81134 37% 
20 S '9-12 LOOKS AT WORK/SEE IF UNDERSTAND' 2427 3.64505 i. 84497 •; 
CRQNBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY EASED ON 20 ITEM3 WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 137. IS 0. 971 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION = A question is considered to be most 
effective when it has a high level of item discrimination. 
This means that the question is useful in separating high 
teacher performance from that of average and low performance. 
A percentage value of at least 13% equals discrimination 
(at the .05 level of significance) and a percentage value o£ 
at least 22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
group. 
DESCRIPTIVE s an abbreviated label used to identify the 
specific student rating question. 
CODE = s = original question (known to be a valid and reliable 
discriminating item) from the School Improvement 
Model (SIM). 
SR= revised question from the original SIM 
listing of discriminating items. 
CC= new questions developed by Cave Creek Schools 
M = total number of students who completed a teacher rating 
questionnaire. 
MEAN = the arithmetic average of the total student responses 
for each item. 
VARIANCE = the relationship of scores to a central value, 
such as the mean. Variance is defined as the sum of squared 
deviations around the mean. This statistic describes how 
similar or different the scores are, from the mean, for a 
DATAI CCES SPRING 1991 MEENE-TOLSMA (K-2 Regular-class) APRIL 30. 1991 
ANALYSIS BASED ON a?7 ÇypjEÇTS IN 26 GROUPS 
ITEM M MEAN VARIANCE '' . S3 TOTAL SS WITHIN ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 797 1. 50314 0.40808 325.24216 285. 49896 39. 74320 12% 
2 709 1. 36755 0. 34653 273. 40938 248. 86222 24. 54716 9% 
3 798 1. 16416 0 15977 127. 49499 118 77643 8. 71856 7% 
4 792 1.27385 0.2752# 99495 195.16486 22. 83008 10% 
5 796 2. 36307 0. 57296 496,07412 415.34329 40. 73083 9% 
6 798 1.71679 O . 64912 91^ 9^9499 352.22154 165 77345 32% 
7 798 1 25063 O. 25548 203.87469 184.56343 19. 31126 9% 
8 785 1 13758 O. 18744 147. 14140 14Q. 39221 6. 74920 5% 
9 797 1 76286 O 52720 490,1^ 048 299 26182 120. 91886 29% 
10 79@ 1.46992 1 0.64759 % ::#i@#7820. ' 468.07078 48. 70742 9% 
11 794 1.28212 0. 37129 294.80605 , 273.24491 21. 56114 7% h-• 
12 794 1.27330 0. 26158 207c 6939S 190 95410 16. 73985 8% 00 
13 793 1. 36444 0. 35773 283. 67718 256.13894 27. 53824 10% 
14 795 1. 39371 O.37958 301. 76855 264. 89866 36. 86989 12% 
15 793 1. 1B537 O 20649 163 75032 152. 00037 11 74995 7% 
16 798 1.44486 0. 43242 345. 07393 312. 46482 32. 60911 9% 
17 795 1.52453 O. 45569 362.27170 312. 24517 50. 02653 14% 
18 796 1.33543 O 38121 303. 44095 274 69478 28. 74617 9% 
19 796 1. 67085 0.53739 427. 76382 357. 72913 70. 03469 16% 
20 793 1.27869 0. 28173 223. 40984 195. 55804 27. 85180 12% 
CRDNBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 4 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >•= 13% IS 0.739 
BMES DATA2 MENNE-TOLSMA SPRING 1991 (3-5 Regular-class) 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 1497 SUBJECTS TN 55 GROUPS. 
ITEM N MEAN VARIANCE SB TOTAL 38 WITHIN SS BETWEEN ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 1491 3.84306 1.34894 2011 27565 1533.29414 477.98151 24% 
2 1494 3.65328 1.42999 2136.39893 1746.11325 390.28568 18% 
_3 1412 3.68905 1. 78847 3663 03156 2155, 98734 5Q7. 04423 m 
4 1489 3.59033 t . 98664 2958i 10074 1651.28589 1306.81485 44% 
5 1490 4.18389 1.07894 1607. 61342 1429.40028 178.21314 11% 
_jfe LSaS 3_&2866 1.78494 2655. 99731 gUO 49819 545. 49913 21% 
7 1490 4.05034 1.40753 2097.22483 1721.91137 375.31346 18%  ^
8 1487 4.20377 1.16964 1739. 25891 1354.00752 385.25139 22% S 
9 1481 3. 77545 1.38036 2044.31600 1758.64228 285. 67373 14% 
10 1486 3.30754 2.01107 2988. 45559 2449.23471 539.22087 18% 
11 1487 3.83457 1.53282 2279.30330 1837.20930 442.094ÛÛ 19% 
1 2 1485 4_25522 1.03587 1538. 27205 1160. 62782 357. 64434 23S 
13 1490 4.13020 1.48372 2210.74094 1710.96009 499.78085 23% 
14 1489 4.10678 1.21157 1804. 02149 1404. 98985 399. 03164 22% 
15 1489 4. 05104 l.aaOB? 2056.12089 1671. 92221 384 19869 19% 
16 1478 3.84844 1.40870 2082.05142 1729. 50129 352.55013 17% 
17 1480 4.09797 1.19783 1772. 79392 1370.11667 402.67725 23% 
AS 1476 3. 88279 1. 49642 2208. 72290 1764. 59120 444. 13170 20% 
19 1468 3.93188 1.44768 2125.18801 1775. 67643 349.51158 16% 
20 1413 4.35173 1.15937 1638.13825 1241.54437 396.64388 24% 
CRONBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 19 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 13% IS 0.937 
DAMS DATAS MENNE-TOLSMA SPRING 1991 (6-8 Regular-class) 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 2159 SUBJECTS IN 98 BRQUPR 
2 
3 
ITEM N MEAN VARIANCE S8 TOTM- as WITHIN SS BETWEEN ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
1 2146 3. 56151 1. 71406 3678. 38071 2740. 85642 937. 52429 25% 
S 2 2146 3. 81407 1. 54092 3306.81500 2690.55166 616. 26335 19% 
• 3 214B 4 14851 1 93726 2657 6^ 523 2149. 69546 507 92978 19% 
7 4 2142 4. 16760 1. 20487 2580 83147 2124 69213 456. 13933 18% 
1 5 2123 4. 23457 1. 36372 2895.18229 2194. 98562 700. 19667 24% 
• 6 2139 3. 7S877 1 63325 3493 52314 2832. 16471 661. 35843 19% 
to 7 2134 4. 04405 1. 30171 2777. 85942 2306.87851 470. 98091 17% 
8 2120 3. 80283 1. 46961 3115.58302 2651. 25601 464. 32701 15% 
9 2122 2. 95335 1 98133 4204. 38124 3406. 35864 798. 02261 19% 
lO 2139 3.64843 1. 70903 3655.62225 2959. 47896 696. 14330 19% 
11 2146 3. 88117 1. 57255 3374. 69944 2752. 79603 621. 90341 18% 00 
12 2132 3. 67589 I. 620S6 3455 04081 2776 98034 678. 06047 20% U3 
la 13 2136 3. 6B773 1. 79434 3832. 71663 2907. 71553 925. 00310 24% 
17 14 2122 3. 85297 1. 57782 3348. 12630 2729. S9360 618.53269 18% 
15 2125 3. 15341 1 98964 4227 98776 3321. 46962 906. 51814 21% 
16 2123 3. 56288 1. 76183 3740. 35516 2857. 61667 882.73849 24% 
,20 17 2122 3. 97926 1. 56036 3311.08765 2193. 70664 1117. 38102 34% 
18 2113 3. 52769 1 03560 3078. 63038 2974. 81895 903. 81143 23% 
19 2123 3. 70089 1 68020 3567 06830 2826. 88075 740. 18755 21% 
24 
20 2080 3. 65240 1 93447 4023 68798 3320. 07040 703. 61758 17% 
25 
i-b CRONBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 20 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 13% IS 0. 948 
• 
— 
- - - - -
— • -
CSHS DATA4 MENNE-TQLSMA SPRING 1991 '(9-rl2. Regular-class) 
ANALYSIS BASED ON 2085 SUBJECTS IN 47 GROUPS 
ITEM N MEAN VARIANCE SB TOTAL SS WITHIN SS BETWEEN ITEM DISCRIMINATION 
• 
1 
2 
3 
2071 
2073 
2064 
3. 53066 
4. 09793 
4. 43798 
1. 53443 
1. 12452 
0. 90701 
3177. 80299 
2331. 12108 
187P. P63P2 
2321. 27607 
1964. 86525 
1613.98252 
856. 52692 
366. 25583 
258. 07949 
27% 
16% 
14% 
7 4 
5 
6 
2063 
2065 
so&a 
4. 05332 
3.65860 
4 ISHAO 
1. 15663 
1:55463 
1.0S420 
298603476 
3ieO 08897 
2092.00903 
2591.89686 
1883.79565 
294. 12572 
618. 41306 
296. 29333 
12% 
19% 
14% 
10 
«1 
7 
8 
9 
2066 
2064 
2035 
3. 62246 
3. 78052 
4. 05209 
1. 59706 
Î. 41355 
1 34569 
3299.51791 
2917. 57703 
2738.47862 
2700. 99375 
2544. 67904 
2172. 59373 
598. 52415 
372. 89800 
565. 89489 
18% 
13% 
21% 
10 
11 
12 
2037 
2050 
3039 
3.87923 
3.94439 
3.66797 
1. 52984 
1. 37252 
1 59010 
3116.29161 
2813. 66049 
3243. 31073 
2662. 10431 
2435. 34437 
2482.56498 
454. 18729 
378. 31612 
759. 65375 
15% 
13% 
23% 
CO 
4  ^
13 
14 
15 
1948 
1980 
2051 
3. 52669 
3. 15556 
3 99025 
2. 30062 
2. 23540 
1 30951 
4481. 61191 
4426. 08889 
2685. 80497 
3050.62242 
3359. 27569 
2270. 61054 
1430. 98948 
1066 81320 
415. 19443 
32% 
24% 
15% 
2D 
21 
16 
17 
18 
2054 
2040 
2040 
4. 04625 
3.70588 
3. 72990 
1. 29338 
1.73997 
1. 48146 
2656. 60613 
3549. 52941 
3022. 17398 
2215. 35973 
2761. 88103 
2489.37113 
441. 24641 
787.64838 
532. 80486 
17% 
22% 
18% 
72 19 
20 
2049 
2028 
4. 07565 
4. 05769 
1. 24904 
1. 37685 
2559. 27477 
2792. 25QOO 
2129. 23339 
2261. 56594 
430. 04137 
530. 68406 
17% 
19% 
CRDNBACH ALPHA RELIABILITY BASED ON 19 ITEMS WITH DISCRIMINATION >= 137. IS 0. 950 
1 
• 
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APPENDIX E. 
ORIGINAL PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTERING THE QUESTIONNAIRES 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDENT FEEDBACK SURVEYS 
186 
Student feedback surveys are to be conducted late in each course offered at times set by 
each building faculty. Following are the instructions for those teachers who will administer 
the survey. 
1. All of your students will be surveyed. 
2. For primary grades (K-2), exchanging classes is necessary because all questions 
must be read to students. Exchanging classes is a recommended procedure for all 
grade levels. A schedule will be determined in each building. 
3. General purpose, machine-scored answer sheets (bubble sheets) will be used for 
recording answers. These will be supplied by each principal's office prior to the 
survey. A return envelope will also be provided. This should be sealed after 
inserting the answer sheets and forwarded through the principal's office for 
tabulation. 
4. Read each direction to every class regardless of age (see special instructions for K-2 
students on instrument). Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 
5. Refrain from making any comments other than the specified directions. 
6. Insist that no names be written on the form and that "personalized" pen or pencil 
colors be avoided. Only No. 2 lead pencils should be used. Say that you want 
"confidential" answers which you will add together to "get the big picture." Make it 
clear this is voluntary. If students prefer to not participate, they simply do not 
return the questionnaire. 
7. Ask a student to pick up the completed forms (again the reason is to assure 
anonymity) and place them in the envelope. The student is to seal the envelope. 
ADDITIONAL INSTOUCTONS FOR SPECIAL AREA TEACHERS. 
1. Special area teachers include Art, P.E., Band, Music, Special Education, Spanish 
(K-5), and ESL. 
2. Special area teachers are to randomly sample 100 of their students. Use the roll 
book and pick every third student until a total of 1(X) is attained. 
3. Spécial cducationAesource students will have the survey questions read to them as a 
class. 
187 
APPENDIX F. 
REVISED INSTRUCTION SHEETS FOR ADMINISTERING QUESTIONNAIRES 
188 
CAVE CREEK. ARIZONA 
STUDENT FEEDBACK 
In order that in the future student feedback data can be processed most 
effectively, please include the following information regarding teachers 
and/or students participating in Cave Creek's career ladder student feedback 
process. 
A. TO BE INCLUDED ON BUBBLE SHEET 
1. Teacher Information: 
Code (6  digitsl—The first five digits of the teacher code should be 
listed under "special codes" and may be the teacher's social 
security number or any other self-selected number. (For 
teachers participating for the second year, use the same code as 
was used previously.) The sixth digit of the code must be an 
identification number for the class (period of the day at the 
middle/high school and an appropriate identification number at 
the elementary level,) If there is no period number or other 
appropriate identification number, use 9 for the sixth digit. 
When sending the evaluation data, please include a list of class 
code numbers. (See Category B, below) 
2. Student Information 
Sex of Student—To be listed in the first column under the area 
designated for identification number. (Code: 0=Male, l=Female) 
The remaining 9 columns should be left blank. 
3. Date 
Do not fill in any information pertaining to month, day, or year. 
*B. ON SEPARATE SHEET. LISTED BY TEACHER CODE NUMBERS 
1, Sex of Teacher 
2, Years of Teaching Experience 
3. Grade Level or Subject Taught-for each grade or subject for 
which the teacher is being evaluated 
4. Designation: Required or Elective Class (middle school and 
high school) 
*If possible, we would like to have the above information on each 
participant in the 1989-90 program. 
189 
To facilitate processing of the data, bubble sheets should be packaged in the 
following manner: 
1. Group all of each teacher's classes together—for example, put Teacher 
A's period 1 together, then period 2 etc.,—making certain that the 
sixth digit class identifier code is correct. Put all of Teacher A's bubble 
sheets inside of a large manila envelope. (Avoid wrapping bubble 
sheets with rubber bands.) On the outside of the envelope, specify: 
A) Name of Teacher 
B) Name of School 
C) Teacher Code 
D) Grade Level Designation (See Below) 
E) Designation: Regular or Floater 
2. Group manila envelopes into 7 bundles according to the following 
designations. To avoid having to mail 7 boxes, we suggest that you 
might wrap each bundle (for example, K-2 or 3-5) in butcher paper or 
a similar packaging material. Pack bundles in boxes and mail. 
A) K-2 Regular Teachers 
B) 3-5 Regular Teachers 
C) 6-8 Regular Teachers 
D) 9-12 Teachers (All) 
E) K-2 Floater Teachers 
F) 3-5 Floater Teachers 
G) 6-8 Floater Teachers 
190 
APPENDIX G. 
RECOMMENDED K-2 AND 3-5 INSTRUMENTS 
191 
Recommended. Student Feedback Instrument 
K-2 Level 
The following student feedback instrument items are recommended for use at 
the K-2 grade level. These items are suggested, based on the following 
criteria: 
1) Item's ability to discriminate across levels of teachers' performance 
in the original Judkins (1987) study 
2) Item's ability to discriminate across levels of teachers' performance 
in one or both years of the present study 
3) Consistency of items across K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 grade-level 
instruments. 
1. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 
2. My teacher gives us homework. 
3. We often have to take a test in class. 
4. My teacher gives me work to do when I am ready for it. 
5. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish my work before class 
is over. 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
7. My teacher makes our work interesting. 
8. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other times 
during the school day. 
9. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 
10. I finish my work before class is over. 
11. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 
13. My teacher is well prepared. 
14. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
15. Our work is just right for us--not too easy, not too hard. 
16. I pay attention in class. 
17. I can find my teacher when I need help. 
18. My teacher comes to class on time. 
19. I work in class even if the teacher is not looking. 
20. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
192 
Recommended Student Feedback Instrumeut 
3-5 Level 
The following student feedback instrument items are recommended for use 
at the 3-5 grade level. These items are suggested, based on the following 
criteria: 
1 I Item's ability to discriminate across levels of teachers' performance in 
the original Judkins ( 19871 study 
2 ) Item's ability to discriminate across levels of teachers' performance in 
one or both years of the present study 
3) Consistency of items across K-2, 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12 grade-level 
i n s  t r u m e n t s  
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. 
2. My school day is interesting. 
3. We go back over each lesson when we fiaish it. 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 
5. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 
6. My teacher m^tkes me feel good when I do good work. 
7. I can get help from my teacher. 
8. I finish my work before class is over. 
9. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
10. My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. 
11. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 
12. My teacher knows me well. 
13. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. 
14. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 
15. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in 
each lesson. 
16. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is 
easy to understand. 
17. My teacher is available to help me during class time 
and other times during the school day. 
18. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. 
19. My teacher is well-prepared. 
20. We often have to take a test in class. 
